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INTRODUCTION 


"•i' 

In  1849  work  was  begun  on  a  turnpike  road  through  a  wild  and  large¬ 
ly  unsettled  area  of  western  Virginia.  Considering  the  very  United 
resources  and  lack  of  any  local  engineering  experience  it  was  a  bold 
undertaking  indeed.  What  the  proponents  of  this  enterprise  lacked  in 
technical  and  financial  resources  they  made  up  by  a  display  of  broad 
based  local  support  and  great  enthusiasm.  There  was  nothing  unique  in 
this  approach  to  building  a  national  transportation  system  since  it  had 
been  used  earlier  for  roads,  canals  and  railways  in  both  Britain  and 
America.  In  an  Age  of  Progress  turnpikes  in  both  countries  were  built 
in  response  to  local  Institutions  and  not  according  to  any  national 
plan.  Little  wonder  that  many  failed  to  provide  the  expected  fineuncial 
returns,  but  they  did  provide  the  aurteries  for  Industry  and  coamercial 
development) and  in  that  sense  they  were  successful. 

The  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike ) stretching  nearly  110  miles 
through  a  very  rugged  appa lachian  l2undscape) provides  an  excellent  example 
of  how  turnpike  roads  were  ccxiceived,  designed,  financed,  constructed 
and  operated.  To  appreciate  fully  the  history  of  this  tumpi)ce  and  its 
influence  on  the  region  through  which  it  passed, its  story  must  be  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  larger  context  of  the  history  road  construction  emd  as 
part  of  a  larger  enterprise  in  Virginia. 
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EARLY  ROADS  AND  TURNPIKES 

Much  has  been  written  about  Ronuui  engineering  skills  2md  accom¬ 
plishments,  particularly  about  the  vast  network  of  Roman  roads  vdiich 
connected  all  parts  of  the  Empire  with  Rome  (1).  At  first  glance  there 
would  appear  to  be  little  more  than  a  tenuous  link  between  a  little 
known  and  rather  insignificant  mountain  turnpike  in  19th  century  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  the  Roman  roads  in  Europe.  Closer  inspection,  however,  re¬ 
veals  that  Romem  engineering  had  a  significant  influence  on  road  con¬ 
struction  technology  in  the  18th  and  19th  centuries  as  reflected  in 
design,  specifications  and  c<»)8truction  practices. 

Roads  in  one  form  or  other  have  existed  since  the  dayspring  of 
civilization,  but  it  was  the  Rwans  who  first  built  permanent  roads 
using  techniques  developed  on  an  empirical  basis.  These  roads  served 
both  the  military  and  commercial  needs  of  the  Empire.  They  were  so 
well  built  that  the  appelaticxi  "permanent”  is  most  fitting.  The  need 
for  surfaced  all  weather  roads  was  largely  the  result  of  the  use  of 
wheeled  vehicles,  the  tires  of  which  chewed  up  the  surface  of  dirt  and 
even  lightly  gravelled  roads  at  certain  times  of  the  year. 

The  principles  of  construction  were  twofold,  namely  adequate  drain¬ 
age  and  a  sound  foundation.  The  Romans  appreciated  the  need  for  good 
drainage  since  a  waterlogged  road  sub-base  of  fine  material  such  as  clay 
or  silt  loses  most  of  its  bearing  strength.  As  a  result  Roman  roads 
were  generally  built  above  the  elevation  of  the  natural  ground  on  a  low 
causeway  2uid  were  provided  with  generous  ditches.  A  solid  foundation 
was  achieved  by  a  layer  of  ccanpacted  earth  upon  which  was  placed  a 
course  of  small  stones  followed  by  am  impervious  course  of  lime  or  hy¬ 
draulic  cement  concrete  using  local  aggregates.  The  camber  was  built 
up  with  a  crowned  course  of  gravel  supporting  a  wearing  course  which  was 
typically  composed  of  large  hand  placed  paving  stones.  Details  of  this 
system  are  shown  in  Figure  1. 

The  collapse  of  the  Roman  Entire  saw  the  virtual  disappearance  of 
wheeled  road  vehicles  until  the  16th  century  in  Europe.  The  Europe 
that  arose  from  the  ashes  of  the  Eapire  developed  along  and  depended 
heavily  on  rivers  and  later  canals  for  the  movement  of  goods  and  people. 
Land  transportation  was  largely  a  matter  of  pack  animals,  riding  horses 
or  for  the  poorer  classes,  walking. 

The  Renaissemce  saw  a  rapid  expansion  in  trade  as  well  as  a  lively 
interest  in  the  classical  world  of  Greece  and  Rome.  This  resulted  in  a 
great  increase  in  the  use  of  wheeled  vehicles  for  carrying  passengers  as 
well  as  goods,  which  necessitated  better  roads.  In  Tudor  times  parlia¬ 
ment  passed  an  act  in  1555  which  endeavored  to  make  more  systematic  and 
at  the  same  time  strengthen  the  traditional  organization  and  responsi¬ 
bility  for  road  maintenance  by  the  parishes.  The  Virginia  system  of 
using  "male  titheables"  for  road  work  stems  from  this  English  tradition 
(2).  This  traditional  system  persisted  from  Elizabethian  times  until 
nearly  the  end  of  the  Hanoverian  kings,  but  it  never  was  really  satis- 
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’.'actory.  Even  as  late  as  the  Napoleonic  War  roads  in  both  Britain  and 
America  were  in  an  appalling  state.  Yet  in  the  Renaissance  period  in¬ 
terest  in  the  Romans  provided  an  insight  into  the  siq>erb  road  system  the 
Romans  must  have  had.  The  Roman  achievesients  in  road  buJ.lding  provided 
em  inspiration  and  an  example  for  better  roads. 

By  the  end  of  the  17th  century  national  governments,  particularly 
the  French,  were  in  a  better  position  to  finance  and  construct  roads 
and  canals  (»i  a  national  scale.  France  lead  in  this  movement  eutd  in 
1716  the  Corps  de  Fonts  et  Chaussees,  to  supervise  public  vK>rkes,  was 
founded  (3).  Dating  from  this  time  roads  in  France  were  now  laid  out 
with  considerably  better  alignment  and  better  drainage.  This  work  was 
under  the  supervision  of  road  and  bridge  engineers  of  the  Corps  de  Fonts 
et  Chaussees  in  Far is.  Fierre  Tresaguet  developed  a  new  system  of  road 
building  which  was  adcpted  throughout  Prcmce  c.  1775.  His  method  was 
to  lay  two  courses  of  large  stones  followed  by  a  layer  of  small  stones 
all  well  beaten  down  (l.e.  conpacted)  to  leave  no  gaps  between  them. 

In  this  way  he  provided  a  smooth  we5u:ing  surface  which  was  also  virtually 
waterproof  if  well  maintained.  With  this  system  the  iron  rims  pul ver¬ 
sed  enough  of  the  surface  to  provide  a  binder  for  the  crushed  stone 
which  was  slightly  cementious  and  resulted  in  a  waterproof  surface  for 
the  road.  Tresaguet  also  provided  better  drainage  £md  with  his  insis¬ 
tence  on  adequate  maintenance  the  result  was  a  marked  improvement  in 
roads.  The  Tresaguet  system  is  shown  in  Figure  1,  where  it  can  be  seen 
that  in  a  sense  the  French  method  was  the  reverse  of  the  earlier  Roman 
system  with  the  larger  stones  used  to  form  a  solid  base  on  the  bottcxn  of 
the  road  and  not  a  wearing  surface  on  the  top  as  in  the  Roman  method  of 
road  building.  The  method  inspired  American  practice  directly  and  cir¬ 
cuitously  through  Telford  and  McAdam,  whose  methods  are  described  sub¬ 
sequently. 

In  England  road  and  canal  building  was  accomplished  by  private 
stock  companies  established  by  Farliament  and  authorized  to  construct 
a  road  or  canal  for  public  use  between  specified  geographical  points. 

In  the  case  of  roads  these  became  toll  roads  or  more  comnonly  turnpikes 
from  the  traffic  control  bar  at  each  toll  gate.  Die  system  of  turnpike 
roads  in  England  was  well  established  in  the  18th  century.  The  turnpike 
trusts  levied  tolls,  a  part  of  which  was  supposed  to  be  used  to  keep  the 
roads  in  good  repair.  The  rest  of  the  tolls,  if  any,  were  used  to  pay 
dividends  on  the  issued  stock. 

The  first  turnpike.  The  Great  North  Road,  was  authorized  by  Farlia¬ 
ment  in  1663.  Between  1720  and  1730  there  were  71  turnpike  acts.  These 
new  turnpikes  varied  considerably  in  quality  but  were  a  decided  improve¬ 
ment  on  earlier  ro2ds.  The  turnpikes  were  zd>olished  in  England  with  the 
General  Highways  Act  of  1835  tdiich  created  a  parish  organization  for 
building  highways.  Since  that  time  there  have  been  no  toll  roads  built 
in  Britain. 

In  both  France  and  England,  except  for  turnpikes,  roads  were  built 
with  the  use  of  statutory  l2dx}r,  whereby  citizens  were  required  to  %K>rk 
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a  fixed  nixnber  of  days  a  year,  making  or  repairing  roads.  In  the  ABer* 
ican  colonies  before  the  Revolution  the  saime  method  was  ad^ted.  Each 
county  af^inted  a  supervisor  to  oversee  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  roads.  They  were  also  authorized  to  command  ed.1  males  over  16  yews 
of  age  to  vrork  on  the  roads  on  appointed  days.  Occasionally  mcxiey  was 
available  for  road  work  through  private  dcxiations  or  the  proceeds  of 
p\iblic  lotteries.  The  British  system  of  turnpikes  was  not  introduced 
until  after  the  Revolutionary  War.  By  the  end  of  the  18th  century  there 
was  a  great  increase  in  traffic  on  the  roads  euid  a  great  need  for  more 
and  better  roaids.  The  old  system  of  keeping  roads  in  repair  by  local 
county  authorities  was  insufficient  to  meet  the  demand.  The  States  and 
Federal  Government  did  not  have  the  capital  to  invest  in  a  public  system 
of  roads.  The  one  exception  being  the  National  Road.  Thus,  chartered 
turnpike  companies  using  mixed  private  and  public  capital  seemed  to  offer 
the  best  alternative.  The  first  turnpike  in  the  United  States  was 
authorized  in  1772  by  Virginia  (4) .  From  this  date,  turnpike  companies 
proliferated  and  after  1800  most  of  the  States  authorized  toll  roads, 
these  turnpike  roads  were  built  by  private  contractors  using  hired  led»r. 
nie  American  road  builders  looked  to  the  developments  of  the  French  and 
British  engineers  as  leaders  in  road  construction. 


THE  TURNPIKES  OF  VIRGINIA 

The  early  roads  in  Virginia  following  the  routes  taken  by  the  early 
settlers  in  the  Vtestem  part  of  the  state  were  merely  trails  blazed  by 
the  frontiersmen  or  Indians.  After  the  Revolutionary  War  new  roads  and 
tlM  repniring  of  old  roads  were  under  the  govemaient  of  the  county  courts 
who  could  apply  to  the  General  Assembly  for  help  in  building  major  works 
such  as  bridges.  Road  building  proved  too  costly  for  the  counties  alone 
and  the  legislature  authorized  the  construction  of  toll  roads  idiere  it 
was  hoped  that  the  tolls  would  pay  for  the  cost  of  the  road  and  its  later 
maintenance.  In  1772,  the  Virginia  legislature  authorized  the  first 
toll  road  between  Jenny's  Gap  and  Warm  brings  in  Augusta  County.  One 
of  the  early  and  most  successful  toll  roads,  the  Little  River  lympike, 
was  chartered  in  1811.  In  the  early  days  of  the  turnpikes  the  ^neral 
Assembly  provided  some  of  the  money  and  the  rest  was  raised  by  lottery. 
Joint  stock  ccB^anies  were  a  later  development.  The  nuinber  of  turnpikes 
constructed  in  Virginia  between  the  end  of  the  Revolutionary  War  and 
the  general  turnpike  Act  of  1817  was  very  small.  There  was  no  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  for  building  roads  to  complement  the  growth  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  state.  Attention  was  drawn  to  the  need  for  such  an  overall 
f '  plan  by  a  famous  report  on  roads  and  canals  delivered  to  the  United 

States  Senate  in  April  1808  by  Albert  Gallatin  (5).  Gallatin,  who  was 
secretary  of  the  Treasury,  believed  that  it  was  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  new  nation  to  have  a  ccHnprehensive  transportation  plan  to  facilitate 
trade  and  develop  the  country  -  "good  roads  and  ceuials  will  shorten  dis¬ 
tances,  facilitate  ccmmercial  and  personal  intercourse  and  unite,  by  a 
still  more  intimate  community  of  interests,  the  most  remote  quarters  of 
the  United  States".  Gallatin  proposed  a  plan  to  improve  connections 
between  the  Atlantic  sea  ports  and  to  link  these  ports  with  the  Great 
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Iiakes  and  the  tfestem  waterways  by  reaching  the  Ohio  River.  He  felt 
that  so  great  a  plan  as  this  could  only  be  acconplished  by  the  Federal 
Govemaent  since  there  was  sia^ly  not  enough  private  capital  to  acconi- 
plish  so  asdbitious  an  enterprise  euid>-the  population  of  the  U.S.  was 
spread  so  thinly.  Good  transportation  was,  however,  he  felt  necessary 
for  the  good  of  the  nation.  "No  other  single  operaticxi,  within  the 
power  of  Oovemaent,  can  nore  effectively  tend  to  strengthen  and  perpe¬ 
tuate  that  Ohion  %fhich  secures  external  independence,  donestic  peace 
and  internal  liberty". 

The  BMin  eaphasis  in  his  report  is  upon  canals  tdiich  were  at  the 
tiae  the  aost  advantageous  means  of  transporting  goods  over  any  dis¬ 
tance.  Roads  %«re  secondary  to  the  canals  and  were  to  be  built  as  links 
where  it  was  not  feasible  to  build  canals.  This  attitude  had  prevailed 
in  Britain  with  regard  to  early  railways  emd  canals.  The  interest  in 
canals  was  reflected  in  Virginia's  early  legislation  and  continued 
sipport  of  canal  coapanies  at  the  expense  of  railroads,  especially  the 
Janes  River  and  Kanahwa  Canal. 

By  the  tine  of  Gallatin's  report  the  population  of  Virginia  had 
increased  considerably  and  a  greater  part  of  the  state  was  permanently 
settled,  nie  need  for  adequate  transportation  was  quite  apparent  and 
in  1816  the  Virginia  General  Assen^ly  created  the  nation's  first  Board 
of  Ptd>llc  Works  and  Fund  for  Internal  Improvement.  This  provided  for 
the  establishawnt  of  joint  stock  companies  using  both  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  capital.  The  principal  function  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works  was 
to  supervise  the  internal  improvements  of  the  state.  The  Boaurd  assessed 
the  amrite  of  various  turnpike  prqposals,  examining  the  location,  con¬ 
struction  sMthois,  costs  etc.,  wd  recommended  to  the  Legislature  that 
certain  private  coaqumies  be  chaurtered.  The  Board  also  administered 
the  state  funding  for  these  turnpike  cospanies.  The  ttimpike  conpauiies 
were  required  to  report  annually  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  on  the 
progress  of  their  work  auid  the  Board  in  turn  maide  an  annual  report  to 
the  General  Assembly.  The  Board  of  Public  Works,  however,  had  no  autho¬ 
rity  or  power  to  plam  or  build  roads,  it  was  only  to  advise  the  legisla¬ 
ture  and  to  supervise  such  building  as  the  legislature  had  authorized. 
This  meant  that  there  was  no  centralized  plan  for  road  building  in  the 
state  and  the  roads  which  were  built  resulted  from  local  initiative 
regardless  of  whether  they  satisfied  the  transportation  needs  of  the 
state  as  a  whole.  As  a  result  in  the  first  40  years  of  the  19th  cen¬ 
tury  most  of  the  turnpikes  in  Virginia  were  built  in  the  eastern  part 
of  the  state.  In  the  western  part  (now  West  Virginia)  the  papulation 
was  too  small  to  raise  the  necessiury  capital  for  a  tximpike.  After 
1840  there  was  a  marked  increase  in  turnpike  compeunies  chartered  in 
%festern  Virginia.  But  it  must  be  noted  that  at  this  time  numerous 
railroad  coapanies  were  ch2u:tered  in  eastern  Virginia.  The  turnpike 
as  a  means  of  transportation  was  being  eclipsed  by  the  railroad  and 
western  Virginia  was  again  neglected  in  this  respect.  A  situation 
which  was  remarked  at  the  time  by  the  discontented  western  Virginians. 

The  weaknesses  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works  in  providing  for  the 
comprehensive  transportation  needs  of  the  state  was  clearly  felt  by  its 
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most  famous  chief  engineer,  Claudius  Crozet,  who  was  often  at  odds  with 
the  General  Assembly.  Capt.  Crozet  had  been  a  French  artillery  officer 
under  Napoleon.  After  the  battle  of  Waterloo  he  had  left  Europe,  in 
1816,  for  the  United  States.  He-  served  as  a  professor  of  Engineering 
at  the  U.S.  Military  Academy  until  1823  when  he  beceune  the  principal 
engineer  of  Virginia.  He  served  in  this  capacity  from  1823-1831  and 
again  from  1838-1843.  The  break  in  his  service  was  a  result  of  his  dis¬ 
agreement  with  the  liegislature.  He  was  an  early  advocate  of  railroads 
emd  proposed  a  railroad  to  link  the  east  and  western  parts  of  the  state. 
The  influential  members  of  the  Legislature  favored  canals  and  after  a 
reorganization  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  Crozet  resigned.  Later 
as  the  State  recognized  the  use  of  steam  locomotives,  Crozet  was  rein¬ 
stated  as  chief  engineer  until  1843  when  the  office  was  abolished.  He 
continued  to  serve  the  state  as  a  consultant. 

The  job  of  chief  engineer  was  not  an  easy  one  but  he  acccmnplished 
a  great  deal  in  in^roving  transportation  in  Virginia.  He  was  responsi¬ 
ble  for  two  major  east-west  rputes  to  link  the  two  parts  of  the  State, 
the  James  River  and  Kanawha  Canal  2uid  the  Northwestern  Turnpike.  Crozet 
and  his  engineers  conducted  surveys  throughout  the  State  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  roads.  The  private  turnpike  companies  chartered  by 
the  General  Assembly  were  responsible  for  the  actual  building  of  the 
roads  and  Crozet  was  often  critical  of  these  roads.  His  advice  with 
regard  to  location,  alignment,  width,  or  construction  was  often  ignored 
by  the  ccxnpanies  and  he  was  critical  of  the  resulting  roads.  He  was 
also  very  conscious  of  the  need  for  accurate  surveys  and  maps  of  the 
State  to  assist  in  the  location  of  new  roads.  However,  he  had  great 
difficulty  in  persuading  the  General  Assembly  to  provide  the  means  to 
achieve  a  satisfactory  map.  Although  he  did  produce  several  maps  for 
the  State,  his  most  noteable  one  in  1848,  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the 
results  and  continued  to  urge  the  need  for  an  adequate  map.  On  the  «rhole, 
the  legislators  failed  to  appreciate  his  concern  (6) . 

With  the  interest  in  turnpikes  at  the  beginning  of  the  19th  century 
the  establishment  of  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  the  Virginia  General 
Assembly  passed  a  general  Turnpike  Act  in  February  1817,  to  regulate 
the  incorporation  of  turnpike  ccmpemies. 

This  act  set  forth  the  gener-al  regulations  for  turnpike  companies. 
The  first  part  is  concerned  with  the  raising  of  the  stock.  After  the 
subscription  books  had  been  opened  and  the  public  notified,  half  of  the 
said  capital  must  have  been  subscribed  before  the  company  could  be  de¬ 
clared  incorporated.  The  subscribers  then  could  elect  a  president  and 
five  directors  to  transact  the  business  of  the  company.  The  president 
and  directors  were  empowered  to  buy  any  lemd  necessary  for  the  road.  If 
a  landowner  would  not  agree,  the  county  courts  would  settle  the  matter 
and  award  the  landowner  damages.  The  regulations  for  the  road  itself 
were  given  as  follows:  the  road  must  be  60  feet  wide,  18  feet  of  which 
to  be  well  gravelled;  a  summer,  or  side  road,  18  feet  wide  was  to  be 
kept  in  good  repair.  Every  five  miles  a  toll  gate  could  be  erected. 

The  maximum  weights  were  given  for  wagons  according  to  the  width  of 
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their  wheels,  the  wider  the  wheels  the  larger  the  weight  the  wagon  vas 
allowed  to  carry.  Scales  were  to  be  erected  to  check  these  treights. 

The  tolls  were  fixed  as  a  score  of  sheep  or  hogs,  6^c.,  score  of  cattle, 
12^c. ,  every  horse,  mare  or  mule,  3c.,  two  wheeled  carriage,  10c.,  canrt 
or  wagtm  with  wheels  less  than  4  inches,  6Vc.  for  each  animal  drawing 
it,  cart  or  wagon  whose  wheels  were  4  inch  but  less  than  7inches,  3c.  for 
each  animal,  cart  or  wagon  withwheels  more  than  7  inches,  Ic. ,  for  each 
animal.  Troops  and  public  state  property  were  exempted  from  tolls.  The 
subscribers  must  hold  an  annual  meeting.  The  road  must  be  kept  in  good 
repair.  If  the  directors  failed  to  keep  it  in  good  repair  the  local 
magistrate  could  suspend  tolls.  Perscxis  using  the  rocid  were  instructed 
to  drive  to  the  right  hand.  The  road  construction  must  begin  within  2 
years  from  the  date  of  incorporation  emd  be  completed  within  10  yeeurs. 

All  subsequent  acts  incorporating  turnpike  companies  were  bound  by 
the  regulations  of  this  act  except  for  the  provisions  which  %«ere  specifi¬ 
cally  stated.  The  interest  in  building  turnpikes  was  high  and  many  com¬ 
panies  sought  charters.  The  greatest  difficulty  these  companies  faced 
was  raising  sufficient  funds  from  private  investors  before  actual  work 
could  be  dcxie  and  before  the  State  would  contribute  its  sh2ure.  20%  of 
the  private  portion  had  to  be  actually  collected  before  the  State  would 
contribute.  Out  of  647  ccs^anies  chartered  by  the  state,  less  than  30% 
even  becasm  operating  cospimies,  and  very  few  of  these  ever  made  enough 
money  to  operate  successfully. 


TURNPIKE  SURVEYS  AND  CONSTRtXmON  PRACTICES 

Hhen  the  ccspany  had  enough  money  they  could  begin  to  build  their 
road.  The  actual  construction  of  the  road  wied  from  coaf>any  to  com¬ 
pany.  The  1817  Act  simply  specified  that  the  road  should  be  cleared 
for  60  feet,  of  which  at  least  18  feet  should  be  covered  with  gravel. 

In  the  western  part  of  the  State,  where  road  builders  encountered  num¬ 
erous  difficulties,  the  width  of  the  road  was  often  reduced  and  the 
suamer  or  side  roads,  dispensed  with  altogether.  Some  turnpikes  were 
no  uoxB  than  improved  dirt  roads  while  others  were  macadamised  and  con¬ 
structed  with  elaborate  drainage  systems. 

There  were  several  manuals  of  road  building  practice  available  to 
road  builders  early  in  the  19th  century  (7) .  Most  of  the  experts  agreed 
that  a  good  dirt  roetd  was  adequate  for  all  kinds  of  vehicles  but  to 
keep  the  dirt  road  in  good  condition  it  aiust  be  covered  with  soae  sort 
of  covering  to  keep  the  ro2id  dry  imd  to  provide  a  smooth  surface  for 
vehicles.  The  gravel  and  stone  which  were  put  upon  the  road  were  not 
the  road  itself  but  simply  a  protective  coating.  The  method  by  %rtiich 
the  coating  was  applied  and  the  materials  of  which  it  should  consist  were 
the  subjects  of  great  debate.  Basically  two  methods  were  advocated 
as  proposed  by  McAdam  and  Telford,  two  leading  British  engineers. 

John  Loudon  McAdam  published  his  method  of  road  nuJcing  in  a  book 


oallod  System  of  Road  Making  in  1821.  The  surface  of  his  roads  was 
c'ovcred  with  small  irreqular  stones.  He  recommended  a  hard  stone  %diich 
was  broke-,  by  hand  into  cubical  pieces  which  would  pass  throu^  a  ring 
2>3  inches  in  diameter,  see  Figure  2.  The  stoie  was  broken  with  a  hanmer 
six  inches  long  and  weighing  about  1  pound,  with  a  handle  3  feet  long, 
if  standing,  or  18  Inches  if  sitting.  He  recomended  a  coating  of  12 
inches  of  consolidated  stone.  The  road  bed  must  be  properly  shaped  and 
sloped  each  way  from  the  center.  On  this  bed  3  inches  of  clean  broken 
4  stones  were  laid  in  dry  weather  then  traffic  allowed  on  the  road  to 

'  '  consolidate  the  stones,  or  a  heavy  roller  could  be  used.  Then  a  second 

coating  of  three  inches  was  added,  during  a  wet  period  emd  again  com¬ 
pacted.  A  third  and  fourth  coating  were  laid  in  the  same  way.  A 
cross-section  of  a  typical  McAdam  road  is  shown  in  Figure  1.  In  practice 
a  McAdam  road  appeared  as  in  Figure  3. 

Thomas  Telford  constructed  his  road  of  broken  stones  upon  a  speci¬ 
ally  prepared  bed.  Upon  a  level  bed  he  set  by  hand  a  course  of  stones 
to  form  a  firm  pavement.  The  stones  in  the  middle  of  the  road  were  to 
be  7"  deep,  at  nine  feet  from  the  center,  5",  at  twelve  feet  from  the 

center,  4",  at  fifteen  feet,  3".  All  the  interstices  were  filled  with 

stone  chips.  Upon  this  pavement  four  inches  of  hard  stones  broken  to 
fit  through  2h''  ring,  were  laid,  compacted  and  then  cinother  2  inches 
laid,  for  the  middle  18  feet.  Broken  stone  or  gravel  was  then  laid  on 
the  sides  to  give  a  convexity  of  the  road  six  inches  from  the  center  to 
the  sides.  The  whole  road  was  then  covered  with  a  binding  of  l*j  inches 
of  good  gravel.  A  cross  section  of  a  typical  Telford  road  is  shown  in 
Figure  1. 

There  were  proponents  of  both  kinds  of  broken  stone  roads  but  the 
McAdam  system  seems  to  have  prevailed  in  Virginia.  The  McAdam  method 
was  clearly  easier  and  cheaper  to  build.  The  actual  construction  prac¬ 
tice  no  doubt  differed  widely  from  conpany  to  compeuiy  and  not  all  mac¬ 
adamized  roads  were  built  to  the  rigorous  standards  advocated  by  McAdam. 


WESTON  AND  GAULEY  BRIDGE  TURNPIKE 

With  the  interest  of  the  nation  turning  towards  the  expansion 
westwards  in  the  early  years  of  the  nineteenth  century,  there  was  con¬ 
siderable  interest  in  Improving  and  building  roads  from  the  east  to  the 
Ohio  River.  In  the  first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  there  were  four 
main  east -west  roads  which  crossed  Virginia  and  contributed  greatly  to 
the  increasing  settlement  of  western  Virginia.  The  first  road  was  the 
1  federal  National  Road  built  from  Cumberland  to  Wheeling  between  1811- 

•»  '  1820.  This  road  touched  only  a  little  of  northern  Virginia  but  it  was 

a  road  which  had  considerable  influence  on  the  construction  of  the  other 
roads  and  in  many  ways  served  as  a  model.  In  1819  the  Virginia  General 
Assembly  chartered  the  Kanawha  Turnpike  as  an  extension  of  the  James 
River  and  Kanawha  Canal.  This  road  was  finished  to  Gauley  Bridge  in 
1825  and  reached  Charleston  in  1827  and  was  later  extended  to  the  Ohio 
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Figure  1.  Cross  sectional  diagrains  of  a)  Ronan  road,  b)  Tre 
aaugef s  system,  c)  Telford's  system  d)  McAdam’s 
system  (from  Pannell) 


Figure  3.  A  "macadamized"  road,  (courtesy  of  the  Virginia  Highway  and 
Transportation  Research  Council) 


rlv^r.  The  Northwestern  Turnpike  was  begun  in  1831  to  go  from  Win¬ 
chester  to  Peurkersburg  by  way  of  Romney,  Grafton  and  Clarksburg,  flie 
road  did  much  to  open  up  the  Monongahela  Valley  to  settlement.  Finally 
in  1838  another  east-%fest  road  was  planned  from  Staunton  to  Parkersburg. 
This  road  was  begun  at  both  ends  and  was  completed  from  Parkersburg  to 
Weston  and  from  Staunton  to  Beverly  when  the  money  ran  out,  leaving  a 
46  mile  gap  between  Beverly  and  Weston.  In  1845  this  link  was  made. 

It  had  long  been  felt  that  there  was  a  need  for  a  north-south  road 
linking  the  two  main  east-west  roads,  which  would  provide  access  to 
parts  of  Braxton,  Lewis  and  Nicholas  counties  which  were  Increasing  in 
population.  In  1827  the  Board  of  Public  Works  authorized  a  survey  for 
a  road  from  Gauley  Bridge  to  Nicholas  Court  House  (Svmnsrsville) ,  and 
then  to  Haymond's  Salt-Works  (Bulltown) ,  emd  then  to  Lewis  Covurt  House 
(Weston)  and  on  to  Salem.  It  is  not  clear  whether  the  survey  wu  made 
or  not  but  a  road  was  not  built  at  that  time.  In  1837  the  Virginia 
General  assembly  passed  an  Act  authorizing  a  road  to  be  constructed 
from  the  Nicholas  Court  House  to  Gauley  Bridge.  In  1838  another  attempt 
was  made  to  build  a  north-south  road  and  an  act  authorized  a  road  from 
Weston  to  Charleston.  This  road  was  built  and  served  as  a  link  from 
the  Monongahela  Valley  to  the  Great  Kanawha  but  did  not  follow  the  route 
of  the  later  Weston  to  Gauley  Bridge  road  and  there  was  still  no  ade¬ 
quate  road  in  this  area,  Figture  4. 

By  the  1840 's  the  population  in  Lewis,  Braxton  and  Nicholas  counties 
increased  sufficiently  to  nuOce  possible  the  construction  of  a  north- 
south  road.  According  to  the  1850  U.S.  census  report  there  was  a  total 
population  in  Lewis  County  of  10,031,  Braxton  4,212  and  Nicholas  3,963. 
The  nvimber  of  families  was  listed  as  Lewis  -  1,533,  Braxton  -  679,  and 
Nicholas  -  602.  Lewis  County  was  by  far  the  most  populated  area  and 
a  sizeable  part  of  the  population  lived  in  Weston,  on  the  Staunton  and 
Parkersburg  Turnpike.  The  people  were  anxious  to  see  a  southern  link 
with  this  road.  Although  they  had  a  roeu3  to  Cheurleston,  the  people  of 
Weston  thought  that  a  road  opening  up  the  interior  of  Lewis  and  Braxton' 
counties  would  increase  trade  in  Weston  and  they  were  greatly  in  favor 
of  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike.  Lewis  County  had  been  formed 
in  1816  from  part  of  Heurrison  County  and  named  in  honor  of  Col.  Charles 
Lewis  who  had  been  killed  at  the  Battle  of  Point  Pleasant  in  1774.  In 
1850  Lewis  County  was  larger  than  it  is  now  since  it  contained  also  the 
western  put  of  Upshur  County.  The  site  for  the  county  seat  was  chosen 
in  1817  and  Col.  Edward  Jackson  was  employed  to  lay  off  the  town  into 
lots  and  mark  the  streets.  The  town  was  first  named  Preston  but  the 
name  was  later  changed  to  Weston,  when  Preston  County  was  formed  in  1818. 
Weston  was  incorporated  as  a  town  in  1845  and  Jonathan  M.  Bennett  served 
as  its  first  mayor.  In  1845  there  were  about  sixty  houses  in  Weston, 
several  shops  emd  businesses.  It  was  a  growing  to«m  and  was  by  far  the 
largest  on  the  route  of  the  Weston  to  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike. 

Although  the  population  of  Braxton  County  was  smaller  than  that  of 
Lewis,  a  great  deal  of  the  enthusiasm  for  the  turnpike  road  came  from 
the  citizens  of  this  county.  The  number  of  individual  subscribers  to 
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Figure  4.  Crozet's  Map  of  Virginia,  1848 


the  stock  of  the  turnpike  company  was  considerably  larger  in  Braxtwi 
County  than  any  other. 

Sutton,  the  county  seat  of  Braxton  County  was  a  small  town  but  at 
an  inqportant  point  on  the  Elk  River.  There  were  numerous  grist  cuid  saw 
mills  located  in  or  near  Sutton  which  used  the  Elk  River  for  power.  In 
addition,  from  Sutton  downstream  the  Elk  was  navigable  to  the  Great 
Kanawha  and  hence  to  the  Ohio  River  cUid  goods  were  transported  by  boat. 

^  A  good  road  would  make  it  much  easier  for  feunners  to  transport  their 

grain  and  lumber  to  the  mills. 

The  area  near  Bulltown  had  been  settled  early  because  there  was  a 
reaidy  supply  of  salt  there,  which  was  in  demand  by  the  early  settlers. 

In  1768  at  a  salt  lick,  about  1/4  mile  below  the  present  site  of  Bull- 
town,  an  Indiain,  called  Captain  Bull,  had  come  from  the  Susquehcuina 
River  with  about  five  families  and  settled  there.  The  Indians  collected 
the  salt  and  traded  peacefully  with  the  early  white  settlers  in  the  area. 
Many  of  these  settlers  were  rough  people  who  had  no  respect  for  the 
Indians  <u>d  seem  to  have  been  ready  to  fight  with  them  on  the  slightest 
excuse.  In  1772  there  occurred  the  massacre  at  Bulltown  when  Capt. 

Bull  and  his  Indians  were  all  killed  (8) .  The  collection  of  salt  at 
Bulltovm  remained  important,  in  1809  Colonel  John  Haymond  and  his  brother- 
in-law  Benjamin  Wilson  Jr.,  erected  a  furnace  and  set  up  evaporating 
kettles.  At  this  time  the  Bulltown  salt-works  were  the  main  source  of 
salt  in  the  area.  The  Haymond  Salt  Works  ceased  production  in  1823. 

Salt  continued  to  be  produced  in  the  area  by  John  P.  Byrne  and  Addison 
Mcl<aughlin  at  Bulltown  and  by  Asa  Squires  at  Salt  Lick  Bridge.  These 
three  men  were  all  instrumental  in  the  original  formation  of  the  Wes¬ 
ton  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  and  no  doubt  saw  the  road  as  a  means  of 
expanding  their  trade.  The  prodixrtion  of  salt  in  this  area  does  not, 
however,  seem  to  have  survived  the  Civil  War. 

The  main  occupation  of  the  region  to  be  served  by  the  Weston  and 
Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  was  farming.  The  ^u^ea  was  still  thinly  populated 
and  the  amount  of  land  under  cultivation  was  still  very  small.  In  Lewis 
County  out  of  174,979  acres  of  lemd  only  48,152  acres  were  isq>roved,  in 
Braxton  16,111  out  of  920,443,  and  in  Nicholas  19,335  out  of  151,684. 

At  the  same  time,  1850,  in  many  eastern  Virginia  counties  more  than  half 
the  land  was  improved.  However,  there  were  a  number  of  individual  farms, 
878  in  Lewis,  408  in  Braxton  and  418  in  Nicholas  and  these  people  wel¬ 
comed  improved  roads  as  a  means  of  transporting  their  produce  and  live¬ 
stock  to  markets. 

Although  many  turnpike  companies  never  materialized  and  never  built 
i  a  road,  the  proposers  of  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  felt,  not 

only  that  there  was  need  for  such  a  road  but  that  there  was  sufficient 
local  support.  The  directors  of  the  company  saw  the  road  as  "the  con¬ 
necting  link  of  like  io^rovements  stretching  from  Pennsylvania  to  south¬ 
western  Virginia  and  rendering  accessible  the  most  productive  and  inter¬ 
esting  portions  of  the  commonwealth;  which  but  recently  were  a  howling 
wilderness"  (9).  In  spite  of  the  improvements  the  area  was  still  un- 
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settled  and  Isolated,  the  directors  efttose  to  <teplc!t  on  tke  seal  off  tte 
cQBqpai^  a  scene  udiich  strongly  retnforoes  tJtls  iapreulatu  Hie  sael  is 
descriUaai  in  the  first  annoal  report  off  the  coapeny;  pea^etnate  is 

history  a  most  tragical  scene  Ohl^  tadc  place  on  tftie  line  off  iids  road 
in  its  early  settlement^  in  Whidh  William  iSioeny  Sbo  is  yet  living*  and 
his  three  infant  children  iiere  attacfc^  ty  a  fferocions  tear  three  tines* 
and  vdio  finally  repelled  and  drove  amty  the  aohaal  and  saved  tee  Uses 
of  binself  and  the  children,  ve  have  ted  tee  seal  off  tte  coagnny  pre¬ 
pared  with  a  rqiresentatian  of  that  scene***  see  Frontispieoe. 

The  optimism  of  the  directors  seeais  to  ham  been  teared  also  by  a 
great  nnmber  off  the  people  in  the  area  and  the  original  ogpital  was 
overstescribed  by  $675.00.  It  is  quite  evident  tent  the  road  ted  tte 
backing  of  the  local  inhabitants  sincie  there  sere  no  clsins  for  danage 
by  the  landowners  tteough  teose  property  tte  rand  went*  **teowing  tte 
lively  interest  taken  by  the  people  in  tte  road  for  its  pro^erity 
and  permanency"  (10) .  The  problem  of  damages  had  often  plagued  tee 
Virginia  turnpike  camp^alles  but  in  the  case  off  tee  Weston  atnd  Gauley 
Bridge  TuzTg>ike  a  great  deal  of  money  was  saved  by  the  t»operatian  of 
the  land  owners. 

A  letter  %n:itten  fay  one  of  the  directors  of  the  Conpany*  John  Bob- 
Inson  of  Sumner svi lie,  in  1850  sums  up  well  the  hopes  and  optimisn  tee 
residents  had  for  this  road:  "it  is  the  only  impr ovement  that  can  ever 
make  the  counties  through  which  it  passes  and  will  idien  completed  be  off 
great  advantage  to  the  state  by  bringing  into  use  the  hitherto  hidden 
resources  of  the  country.  We  inhabit  a  country  that  is  rich  in  minerals 
such  as  coal,  iron  oar  (sic)  aM  with  water  power  to  drive  all  kinds  off 
machinery,  with  the  finest  stock  country  if  improved  that  1  know  of  any¬ 
where.  If  we  improve  chose  gifts  nature  has  bestowed  tq>an  us,  our  sec¬ 
tion  of  county  must  prosper,  our  lands  must  enhance  in  value  and  tterehy 
give  a  greater  revenue  to  the  state". 


FOBHATIGM  OF  TOE  WESTERR  AMD  GADI^Y  BBIDGE  TQSSIPIXE  COmmf 

On  March  25,  1646,  the  General  Assembly  of  the  state  off  Virginia 
passed  an  act  incorporating  the  Weston  and  (3auley  Bridge  Tompifce  Ooa- 
pany  irlth  a  capital  stock  of  $30,000  of  idiich  the  Board  of  Ptelic  Works 
was  authorized  to  subscribe  $18, (XK)  or  3/5  of  the  capital  stock.  With 
the  passage  of  this  act  the  organizers  and  promoters  of  tte  road  were 
authorized  to  advertise  the  stock  and  seek  stock  holders.  Tte  stote  was 
sold  in  shares  of  $25. 00.  Many  tun^ike  companies  in  Virginia  at  this 
time  were  unable  to  raise  sufficient  stock  after  they  had  been  inoor-  ( 

porated  and  their  tunqplke  companies  never  became  a  reality,  tee  Weston 
and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike,  however,  was  very  successful  in  raising  tte 
required  $12,000  of  its  share  of  the  stock.  A  first  meeting  of  the 
stockholders  was  held  on  October  18,  1848  at  the  Braxton  County  court- 
iKxise  in  Sutton,  to  organize  the  company.  Asa  Squire  was  i^pointed 
T’rpr-.irient  pro  tempore  and  John  P.  Byrne  clerk  pro  tespore.  Three  smi 
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were  appointed,  one  from  each  county  through  «dilch  the  road  was  to  run, 
to  report  on  the  anount  and  legality  of  the  stock  subscriptions.  This 
ccBnittee  was  ccnposed  of  Janes  G.  Neil  of  Nicholas  County,  Addison  He- 
Laughlln  of  Lewis  and  P.M.  Adams  of  Brzucton.  The  act  of  incorporation 
had  authorized  the  county  courts  to  buy  stock  in  the  Company  and  in  any 
amount  they  thought  proper  and  the  county  courts  subscribed  to  the  Com¬ 
pany  in  large  amounts,  the  balance  being  taken  by  private  subscriptions. 
The  conmittee  reported  thet  Braxton  County  had  subscribed  $3,000,  Lewis 
County  $1,500  and  Nicholas  County  $6,000  and  that  private  subscriptions 
from  Briucton  totalled  $1,550  and  from  Lewis  County  $625.  There  were  no 
private  subscribers  from  Nicholas.  The  total  amount  subscribed  to  the 
Company  was  $12,675.00.  Only  $12,000  was  needed  to  be  sufficient  for 
the  Coiig>any  to  proceed  with  the  road  and  therefore  the  excess  of  $675.00 
was  returned,  in  the  amount  of  $25  each,  to  each  subscriber  who  had 
bought  more  than  «ie  share.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  private 
subscriptions  were  in  small  amounts,  the  largest  being  four  sheures.  For 
the  $675  there  were  40  subscribers  of  %»hom  13  bought  one  share  only. 

The  relatively  large  numbers  of  shareholders  perhaps  Indicates  the  great 
interest  and  hopes  shown  in  this  road  by  the  citizens  of  these  isolated 
counties  and  the  small  amounts  may  %<ell  indicate  the  relative  lack  of 
capital  in  the  western  counties. 

At  this  first  meeting  of  the  stockholders,  the  Board  of  Directors 
of  the  Company  was  appointed.  Felix  Sutton  was  appointed  President  of 
the  Caag>any  £Utd  he  remained  its  president  until  the  road  was  conpleted. 
His  portrait  is  shown  is  Figure  5.  Felix  Sutton  was  the  nephew  of  the 
e2urly  settler  on  the  river  Elk  for  whom  the  town  of  Sutton  was  named. 

He  was  born  in  1602  and  was  brought  to  Sutton  by  his  uncle  in  1810  after 
the  death  of  his  parents.  When  Braxton  County  w»s  formed  from  Lewis 
County  in  1836  Sutton  was  designated  the  county  seat.  It  was  a  very 
small  town  at  the  time  with  very  little  industry.  Felix  Sutton  was  one 
of  the  leading  citizens  of  the  town  and  active  in  the  promotion  of  the 
road.  He  helped  with  the  formation  of  the  new  state  of  West  Virginia 
and  represented  Breucton  County  in  the  first  and  second  sessions  of  the 
new  state  Legislature.  He  died  in  1884.  John  P.  Byrne  was  appointed  the 
clerk  and  treasurer  of  the  Company.  He  was  also  at  this  time  the  clerk 
of  the  County  Court  of  Braxton  County  and  held  this  office  with  the  Turn¬ 
pike  Company  until  his  death  in  February  1860,  when  Daniel  S.  Squire  was 
appointed  clerk  and  treasurer  in  j^ril  30,  1860. 

According  to  the  General  Turnpike  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  of 
Virginia  passed  in  1817  and  which  controlled  the  formation  of  all  turn¬ 
pike  companies,  a  turnpike  conpany  should  have  a  president,  treasurer, 
clerk  cuid  five  directors.  The  five  directors  appointed  at  this  first 
meeting  were,  James  G.  Neil,  John  H.  Robinson  wd  John  Brown  of  Nicholas 
County,  John  S.  Camden  of  Braxton  County  and  Jonathan  M.  Bennett  of 
Lewis  County.  They  were  appointed  for  a  one  year  term.  While  the  presi¬ 
dent  and  treasurer  remained  in  office  during  the  whole  time  the  road  was 
being  built,  the  directors  changed  frequently.  In  the  summer  of  1849 
the  Boau'd  of  Public  Works  received  several  letters  from  concerned  stock¬ 
holders  suggesting  that  since  the  Board  owned  3/5  of  the  shares  of  the 
Conpany,  the  Board  should  appoint  3  directors  to  represent  its  Interests 
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and  recGOBending  suitable  pec^le  <12) .  "She  Board  of  Public  works  replied 
that  since  directors  had  already  been  appointed  for  1  year  terns  they 
could  not  la«ffully  be  replaced.  John  Brannon,  the  State  proxy,  suggested 
that  when  their  term  expired  in  October  1849  then  the  State  should  ap¬ 
point  3  directors  (13).  On  September  20,  1849  the  state  did  in  f2K:t 
appoint  3  directors  -  Jonathan  M.  Bennett,  Addison  McLaughlin  and  John 
Robinson.  For  the  next  ten  years  the  State  continued  to  appoint  differ¬ 
ent  directors  (14). 

In  June  1849  several  stoclcholders  and  Interested  persons  wrote  to 
the  Board  of  Public  Works  recomnendlng  that  a  State  proxy  lae  speedily 
appointed  to  look  after  the  state’s  3/5  subscription  in  the  Turnpike  . 
Company  (15) .  Tliey  recommended  John  Br2umon  of  Weston  in  Lewis  County 
as  a  man  "of  sound  discretion  and  judgonent  and  of  some  experience  in 
matters  of  this  kind".  John  Brannon,  had  been  the  superintendent  of  a 
section  of  the  Staunton  and  Parkersburg  Turnpike  fdiich  passed  through 
Weston  in  the  1840s.  In  July  1849  John  Brannon  was  appointed  the  State 
proxy,  to  represent  the  stock  held  by  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  at 
meetirigs  of  the  stockholders.  He  remained  the  State  proxy  until  July 
1851  when  he  resigned  because  "the  meetings  of  the  stockholders  of  that 
company  arc  held,  generally,  so  removed  from  my  place  of  residence  that 
it  renders  my  attendance  very  inconvenient  and  indeed  my  engagements  cxi 
the  Huttonsville  Road  might  preclude  altogether  my  attendence  at  impor¬ 
tant  times"  (16) .  He  recommended  that  the  Board  appoint  Johnson  A. 

Camden  in  his  place.  The  Board  took  his  advice  and  Camden  was  appointed 
in  September  1851. 

This  Board  of  directors,  consisting  of  the  President,  clerk  and 
treasurer  and  five  directors  were  responsible  for  collecting  the  stock 
payments,  for  letting  the  contracts  on  the  road  and  for  overseeing  the 
construction  of  the  road  and  paying  the  contractors.  There  t^pears  to 
have  been  some  criticism  of  the  conq;>any  officials  from  time  to  time 
ranging  from  incompetence  to  mismanagement.  Ihe  directors,  on  t}ie 
w}K>le,  had  little  experience  of  road  building  amd  no  doubt  meide  mistakes. 
In  an  early  letter  to  the  secreteury  of  the  Boeurd  of  Public  Works,  Oct- 
c^r  26,  1848,  Felix  Sutton  had  several  queries  as  to  how  to  proceed 
"being  unacquainted  with  the  general  manner  of  proceeding  in  such  busi¬ 
ness"  (17) .  It  seems  to  have  been  inexperience  and  vested  interests  which 
led  to  bad  decisions  on  the  part  of  the  Coii(>any  rather  than  deliberate 
wrongdoing.  John  Robinson  wrote  in  1850  to  Board  of  Public  Works  "As 
director  I  wish  to  do  everything  in  my  power  to  the  Interest  of  the 
company.  It  is  a  new  thing  to  nuuiage  the  affairs  of  a  company  to 
probably  most  of  its  directors  at  least  it  is  to  myself"  (18) .  The 
directors  and  stockholders  of  the  company  had  their  own  reascms  for 
wanting  the  road,  some  desiring  it  to  pass  through  their  lands,  others 
seeing  it  a  means  of  Increasing  their  business  ventures.  At  times, 
private  interests  may  Indeed  have  prevailed  over  public  good.  There 
are  many  instances  of  this.  At  the  first  meeting  of  the  stockholders 
Addison  McLaugh)  in,  later  a  director  of  the  Company,  proposed  a  resolution 
"that  the  engineer  be  Instrxicted  in  locating  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge 
Rond,  to  cross  the  Little  Kanawha  River  at  the  Bulltovm  Saltworks"  (19). 
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ThB  resolution  passed  and  everyone  knew  that  Mcl.aughlin  owned  the 
Bulltown  Saltworks.  This,  however,  does  not  necessarily  iaply  that  this 
particular  location  tfas  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the  whole  roeui.  Xt 
was  however  somthiitg  to  consider.  VT.  Bennett  writing  to  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  in  July  1B49,  regarding  the  appointment  of  a  State  proocy, 
reuarked  "I  earnestly  recounend  the  j^ppointmoat  of  a  State  proxy,  for 
this  the  mason  that  soaie  interested  lend  holders  are  endeavoriag  to 
influence  the  location  of  the  rozul  for  their  individual  benefit  aiad  at 
a  aneting  shortly  to  be  held  will  probably  determine  the  natter  and  eay 
inflict  iqna  the  State  md  oampaay  an  expense,  unwise  and  unecessary  of 
$10,000"  (20) .  J<hn  Brannon,  the  State  proxy,  %nriting  to  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  in  Avigust  1849  shortly  after  he  assvsned  that  position 
reported,  "X  regret  to  say  the  location  tas  not  been  nade  in  the  nost 
satisfactory  manner,  the  inevitable  result  of  the  labors  of  the  mra  who 
were  employed  to  perform  them  on  some  portions  of  the  line,  by  the  stock¬ 
holders  at  its  annual  meeting  in  October  last  and  that  matters  have  pro¬ 
gressed  so  far,  in  stany  particulars,  as  to  put  it  beycxuS  the  control 
of  those  r^resenting  the  interest  of  the  State  and  the  interest  of 
those  who  would  be  controlled  by'a  regard  for  the  public  good"  (21) . 

This  would  seas  to  isply  that  the  location  of  the  road  was  influenced 
by  factors  other  then  engineering  considerations. 

fliere  are  aJ.so  other  accusations  of  conflict  of  interest  >4>on  the 
part  of  the  directors  from  time  to  tism.  John  CjQlaghan  writing  to  the 
Board  of  PiA>lic  Hozks  in  December  1849  to  complain  because  he  had  been 
refused  as  a  contractor  and  felt  that  he  had  been  turned  dotm  because 
the  directors  were  inclined  to  favor  their  own  friends  2md  relatives 
SMQrs,  "In  short  the  whole  business  of  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge 
Turnpike  xoeA  seems  to  have  gotten  into  the  hands  of  a  party  of  rela¬ 
tives,  friends  and  interested  persons  who  seem  determined  to  ingross 
the  %diole  business"  (22) .  Since  Callaghan  felt  himself  to  be  the  injured 
party  his  complaints  must  be  considered  in  this  context.  But  similar 
canpl2iints  occur  atgain.  Xn  1851  B.  W.  Byrne  had  replaced  Addison  Hc- 
Laog^ilin  as  one  of  the  State  directors  of  the  Coepany.  Soon  afterwards 
his  appointment  was  rescinded  and  Addison  McLaugdilin  re-appointed  fcnr 
reasons  which  remain  unclean:.  The  reauton  given  to  Byrne  was  that  be  had 
moved  his  residence  from  Braxton  to  l^shur  County,  a  reason  which  he  did 
not  find  compelling.  Be  found  much  to  complain  aUoout  in  the  dealings 
of  the  Conpany  and  could  not  understand  why  Hciaughlin's  friends  had 
wanted  him  reinstated  since  "he  was  wholly  unfit  for  the  office,  from 
the  fact  that  he  haid  been  drink  most,  if  not  ad.1  the  time  for  the  last 
six  sKXiths"  (23) .  He  suggested  that  McLaughlin  haid  been  re-appointed 
not  because  "there  is  no  one  else  on  the  line  that  has  qualifications 
but  I  prewme  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  cairrying  out  some  sinister  mo¬ 
tives”  (24) .  Mhat  these  motives  were  be  does  not  state  but  In  inplied 
that  the  affairs  of  the  Coepamy  were  not  wholly  above  board.  There  does 
indeed  seem  to  have  been  some  coamiving  ipon  the  part  of  the  Board  of 
directors  for  their  own  interests.  M.  E.  Arnold  writing  to  the  Board 
of  Public  Works  in  Septeaber  1853  to  accept  his  appointment  as  a  State 
director,  felt  it  necessaury  to  report  am  incident  to  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  idiich  he  clearly  felt  to  be  Improper.  At  a  meeting  of  the  Company 


Board,  "ccxisisting  o£  Messr.Caaden,  Brown,  Cottle  and  President  Felix 
Sutton,  they  appointed  Nessr.  Caaden  and  Cottle  superintendents  of  the 
road,  the  1st  at  a  salary  of  $350  and  the  other  at  $200  and  Mr.  Brown 
engineer  of  the  road,  who  has  .^ince  taken  a  contract  to  make  10  or  12 
miles  of  said  road”  (25) . 

There  is  also  some  evidence  of  mismanagement  of  the  funds,  although 
from  the  records  it  is  difficult  to  obtain  a  very  cle^u:  picture.  Jona¬ 
than  Bennett,  who  had  been  a  director  of  the  C(»{>any  from  the  beginning 
until  his  resignation  in  1852,  became  concerned  about  the  Company  in 
1855  ^en  he  wrote  in  June  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  ”I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  there  is  mismanagement  in  the  affairs  of  this 
Coitp2uiy"  (26) .  He  requested  a  copy  of  the  account  which  the  Company 
had  sent  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works.  After  he  received  his  copy,  he 
again  wrote  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  in  July  1855  that  "The  very 
state  of  things  I  supposed  existed".  He  claimed  that  "the  offices  of 
the  Conpany  zure  speculating  upon  the  money  due  to  contractors"  and  that 
the  contractors  were  complaining  because  they  were  unpaid.  He  lays 
the  blame  upon  the  Board  of  Directors  except  for  two  who  were  working 
to  correct  the  abuses.  Of  the  President  Felix  Sutton,  he  says  he  "is 
a  very  honest  man  but  very  easily  imposed  upon"  (27) . 

Wherever  the  blame  lay,  the  directors  of  the  Company  were  negligent 
in  their  duties.  William  Arnold  writing  in  September  1860  to  the  Board 
of  Ptiblic  Works  writes  "The  Weston  and  Gauley  Turnpike  is  in  worse  con¬ 
dition  now  than  ever  before.  Albert  Lewis  is  wholly  unfit  for  director. 
In  the  first  place  he  knows  nothing  about  roads  and  secondly  he  give  it 
no  personal  attenticxi.  The  tolls  would  keep  it  at  excellent  condition 
properly  administered.  The  public  are  suffering  from  his  neglect"  (28) . 

The  evidence  of  these  letters  is  somewhat  difficult  to  evaluate 
since  they  usually  present  only  one  person's  point  of  view  which  may  well 
be  biased.  There  is  rarely  more  them  one  letter  upon  emy  controversy. 

In  the  case  of  Addison  McLaughlin,  W.  Byrne  calls  him  totally  unfit  for 
the  job;  Jonathem  Bennett  says  of  him  "there  is  none  who  hem  more  at 
heeurt  the  prosperity  of  this  road  than  he  -  perhaps  there  is  ncme  better 
qualified"  (29).  Not  all  the  directors  were  incoiiv>etent  or  self  serving 
as  we  see  in  a  letter  frcxn  John  H..  Robinson,  who  was  a  director  in  the 
beginning,  written  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works,  in  November  1849.  He 
writes  "having  recently  become  a  contractor  for  some  eleven  miles  of 
the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike,  I  feel  it  a  duty  owed  to  myself 
to  resign  my  office  as  State  director.  It  might  be  thought  my  being 
road  contractor  and  State  director  would  conflict  with  the  interest  of 
the  Company  and  this  being  an  improvement  that  I  have  taken  and  have  a 
great  interest  in  I  would  wish  to  do  nothing  to  mar  its  progress  in  the 
least"  (30) .  He,  it  seems,  felt  a  scruple  about  a  conflict  of  interests 
tdiich  others  apparently  did  not  feel  Nor,  it  seems,  did  the  Board  of 
Public  Works  and  Robinson  remained  a  State  director.  It  must  of  course, 
be  kept  in  mind  that  the  men  of  the  mid-nineteenth  century  were  not  as 
conscious  of  conflict  of  interest  situations  as  their  counterparts  today. 
It  would  also  have  been  difficult  in  such  sparsely  populated  counties 
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to  have  found  men  any  mote  con^tent  than  the  ones  idao  served  as  dir¬ 
ectors  and  there  would  henre  been  very  few  with  any  ei^erience  of  road 
building. 

Miile  it  may  appear  that  the  Board  of  Directors  were  iu}t  ej^ri- 
enced  in  orgeuiising  and  administering  road  making «  they  (^ickly  aside 
preparations  for  the  building  of  the  tun^ike  road.  inM  general  turn¬ 
pike  law  stipulated  that  a  road  be  cleared  60  feet  wide,  and  at  least 
18  feet  covered  with  gravel,  and  a  siaaaer  road  clewed  18  feet  wide, 
free  of  stoops,  rocks  holes,  etc.  In'  aumy  of  the  wts  incorporating 
specific  tun^ike  companies  tiiese  regulations  «iere  relaxed,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  western  counties  where  aaaller  roads,  built  to  less  strict 
standards,  were  more  feasible.  In  the  act  of  March  1B48  incorporating 
the  Heston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike,  it  is  stated  that  the  Company  is 
svdoject  to  the  provisions  of  the  general  act  except  "that  the  said 
company  shall  not  be  required  to  pave  or  cover  the  road  with  stone  or 
gravel,  nor  to  make  a  summer  or  side  road  thereto;  that  the  said  road 
shall  be  cleared  at  least  thirty  feet  wide  and  improved  for  a  %ri.dth  of 
fifteen  feet  and  at  a  grade  not  exceeding  five  degrees"  (31) . 

At  the  first  meeting  of  the  stockholders  in  October  1B48  Hilliam 
P.  Haymond  and  Minter  Bailey  «#ere  a^^inted  engineers  to  locate  the 
turnpike  from  Heston  to  the  Nicholas  County  line  crossing  the  Little 
Kana%d\a  River  at  or  near  the  Bulltown  Saltworks.  Jc^m  Brown  and  James 
G.  Neil  were  appointed  engineers  to  locate  the  road  from  the  Braxton 
and  Nicholas  County  line  to  some  point  at  or  new  the  Palls  of  the  Great 
Kanaiiha,  sad  that  in  locating  the  roaul  they  were  Instructed  to  follow 
as  closely  as  practicable  the  route  of  the  county  road.  It  was  expected 
that  the  engineers  would  have  located  the  road  1^  the  following  yew. 

In  Deceidser  1848  Minter  Bailey  wrote  to  the  Bowd  of  Public  Horks  to 
"ask  the  Bowd  for  a  Theodolite"  (32) .  Ihey  could  a^pparently  not  ac¬ 
quire  one  locally.  It  would  be  nira  to  know  if  they  did  receive  one  or 
not,  but  they  appeurently  managed  to  locate  the  road.  James  Neil  also 
wote  to  the  Bowd  in  August  1849  to  enquire  what  price  was  paid  "as 
an  average  in  the  western  part  of  the  State  to  the  engineers  for  locat¬ 
ing  roads  by  the  day  or  by  the  mile"  (33).  Ihis  may  indicate  that  they 
had  already  finished  the  location  and  were  anxious  to  be  paid.  Altiiou^ 
we  have  no  record  of  the  prices  paid  on  the  Heston  and  Gauley  Bridge 
Turnpike,  some  records  for  the  Slavin' s  Ced>in  and  Summersville  roaid 
are  extant  and  may  give  a  general  idea  of  the  rates  of  pay.  In  Nay  18S3 
the  superintendent,  James  Bennett,  reported  that  an  assistant  engineer 
recieved  $2  a  day,  one  man  to  cut  brush,  $15  per  nonth,  one  staff  or  rod 
hewer,  $15  per  month,  2  chain  bewers  $15  a  month  each,  one  hand  to 
drive  stakes,  $15  per  month,  one  guide,  assistwt  pwker  and  camp  ke^er 
$15  per  month,  one  packer  and  horse,  $1  per  day,  and  boarding  for  the 
udiole  pwty,  $2  per  day  (34).  According  to  the  first  annual  report  of 
the  Coapany  in  October  1849,  the  location  of  the  road  was  well  under  w^ 
but  not  yet  conpleted.  Hilliam  Haymond  and  Minter  Bailey  had  located 
in  their  section,  the  road  between  Heston  and  Sutton,  a  distance  of  43 
miles,  but  the  remaining  part  south  of  Sutton  to  the  Nicholas  Cotnty 
line  was  not  yet  located.  The  other  two  engineers  Jtdin  Brown  and  James 
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Neil  had  located  25  miles  of  the  road  in  Nicholas  Cotmty  but  some  peurt 
was  still  to  be  surveyed.  They  estimated  that  the  vdiole  road  between 
Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  would  be  106  miles,  68  of  which  had  been  lo¬ 
cated,  38  still  to  be  located. 

These  men  who  had  located  the  line  of  the  road  were  local  citi¬ 
zens  and  apparently  had  no  particular  qualifications  for  the  job  other 
than  an  interest  in  the  road  and  a  familieurity  with  the  country.  They 
did  not  locate  the  road  to  everyone’s  satisfaction.  James  Bennett,  a 
Weston  resident  and  stockholder,  who  was  later  engineer  and  superinten¬ 
dent  of  the  Slavin' s  Cabin  road,  writing  to  the  Bocurd  of  Public  Works 
in  January  1849  says  "it  is  a  matter  regret  that  ccm^etent  experienced 
engineers,  appointed  by  yourselves,  were  not  employed  in  the  location 
of  these  roads  (he  is  also  taking  about  the  Weston  cuid  Fairmont  Road) . 
Yet  this  misstep  may  be  remedied  in  some  degree,  by  the  appointment 
of  an  experienced  and  scientific  superintendent,  and  at  a  saleury  suf¬ 
ficient  to  engage  the  services  of  one  such  for  each  road  would  h^u:dly 
be  afforded,  I  wish  to  suggest  the  propriety  of  giving  the  making  of 
both  roads  to  one  superintendent"  (35).  He  suggested  Dr.  James  McCally 
of  Clarksburg  who  had  superintended  parts  of  the  Northwestern  Turnpike. 
His  suggestion  appears  to  have  been  ignored  and  the  directors  of  the 
Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  at  a  meeting  held  on  July  2,  1849 
appointed  "L.  D.  Camden  and  H.  G.  Campbell  svperintendents  of  the  road 
and  fixed  the  annual  salary  of  the  former  at  $350,  and  of  the  latter  at 
$150"  (36) .  Mr.  Camden  was  assigned  to  the  division  of  the  road  north 
of  Nicholas  County  and  Mr.  Campbell  to  the  part  south  of  the  Nicholas- 
Breixton  line. 

With  most  of  the  road  located  and  the  superintendents  appointed, 
the  Board  began  to  let  contracts  for  the  actual  work  of  building  the 
road.  They  advertized  for  contractors  with  handbills  simileu:  to  the 
ones  in  Figvire  6.  The  actual  specifications  for  the  road  no  longer 
exist  but  they  were  no  doubt  similar  to  those  written  for  the  Slavin' s 
Cabin  ^Lnd  Summersville  road  in  1855,  see  Appendix.  The  contracts  were 
let  usually  in  sections  of  five  miles.  The  width  for  the  Weston  and 
Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  was  to  be  fifteen  feet  and  cleared  30  feet.  At 
each  stage  in  the  construction  of  the  road  the  superintendent  had  to 
examine  the  contractors'  work  before  he  embarked  on  the  next  stage. 

Then  the  contractor  had  completed  his  section  and  it  had  been  accepted 
by  the  superintendent  he  was  obliged  to  keep  it  in  good  repair  for  one 
year.  Before  a  contract  was  signed  the  contractor  had  to  obtain  a  bond 
equal  to  the  value  of  the  contract.  The  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Tium- 
pike  was  not  macadamized  over  its  entire  length.  A  typical  section  of 
such  a  road  is  shown  in  Figure  7,  where  the  surface  is  being  smoothed 
with  a  horse  drawn  drag.  Small  sections  around  the  principal  towns 
were  macadamized  and  separate  contracts  were  let  for  these  sections. 

In  the  summer  of  1849  the  first  contracts  were  let.  The  entire  road 
in  Lewis  County  from  Weston  to  the  Braxton  County  line,  a  distance  of 
19  miles  was  let  at  the  average  price  of  $310  per  mile,  and  24  miles 
in  Nicholas  County  was  let  at  $405  per  mile. 
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Flgura  6.  Advartlaoaant  for  contractora  on  the  Sievin' a  Cabin  and 
SUBBMraville  Hoad  (coorteay  of  Virginia  State  Library) 
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From  these  euly  estimates  of  the  cost  per  mile  the  directors 
reckoned  the  cost  of  the  road  "Incltidlng  bridges  and  other  incidental 
expenses,  at  $400  per  mile  or  $42,000  for  the  oompletions  of  the  line 
of  106  miles  of  road"  (37).  Since  the  company  had  been  incorporated 
with  a  capital  stock  of  $30,000,  it  was  obvious  that  this  would  be 
insufficient  to  ccsqplete  the  road.  Consequently  the  coupmy  obtained 
permission  to  raise  the  capital  stock  to  $45,000  by  an  act  of  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  General  AsseiiA>ly  in  March  4,  1850.  For  this  additional  amount, 
Braxton  County  subscribed  $2,000,  Lewis,  $500,  Nicholas,  $2,000  and 
individuals,  $505.  On  Februaury  25,  1853  yet  mother  act  authorized 
an  additional  $15,000. 

In  the  second  annual  report  in  October  1850  the  President  reported 
that  work  was  progressing  but  "not  as  rapidly  as  desired"  (38).  Twelve 
miles  were  now  ccn^leted  but  no  more  had  been  put  under  contract.  In 
1851  contracts  were  let  for  another  32S  adles  so  that  aLeost  the  v4iole 
road  was  under  contract.  In  October  1852  the  Company  reported  that 
67>i  miles  of  road  were  ccxnpleted  and  under  toll.  The  Company  built  no 
toll  house  but  used  turnpike  bars  as  in  Figure  8.  The  part  in  Lewis 
County  was  all  completed.  The  unfinished  sections  were  in  Braxton 
County  south  of  Sutton,  and  in  Nicholas  County  %fest  of  Suaamrsville. 

This  part  of  the  road  in  Nicholas  County  seems  to  have  been  scneidiat 
neglected  and  the  people  of  the  county  appear  to  have  complained 
loudly.  John  Brannon,  the  State  proxy,  writing  to  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  in  Janviary  1851,  states  that  the  residents  of  Nicholas  County, 
wished  to  apply  their  part  of  the  subscription,  together  with  the  pro¬ 
portional  amount  from  the  State,  to  the  construction  of  the  road  from 
the  Nicholas  County  Court  House  to  Gauley  Bridge  first  and  that  they 
cued  very  little  for  the  part  of  the  road  from  the  Nicholas  Court 
House  north  to  the  Braxton  County  line.  The  Board  resisted  this  attempt 
of  the  Nicholas  County  residents  which  would  have  been  detrimental  to 
the  whole  road  ( 39} . 

By  the  end  of  December  1853,  77  miles  had  been  completed  at  an 
average  cost  of  $394.49  per  mile.  The  road  was  finedly  completed  by 
1858  when  it  was  reported  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  that  it  was  109 
3/4  miles  in  length  and  all  constructed.  It  was  all  under  toll  except 
for  11  miles  at  the  south  end  which  h£K3  not  yet  been  received  (i.e. 
accepted)  by  the  road  conmissioners .  The  final  accounting  showed  that 
the  average  cost  per  mile  was  $446.59.  From  1853  the  annual  reports 
list  the  amounts  of  tolls  collected  and  the  cost  of  repairs  annually 
(40). 


In  the  earlier  years  the  constructicxi  of  the  road  progressed 
fairly  rapidly,  presumably  because  they  Isegan  on  the  easiest  sections  ( 

where  a  county  road  already  passed.  In  the  later  years  construction 
slowed  as  they  encountered  greater  obstacles.  Small  bridges  had  to  be 
built  like  the  one  shown  in  Figure  9,  and  described  in  Appendix  I, 
vinder  Bridges.  The  sections  of  the  road  which  involved  larger  bridges 
were  the  last  to  be  coopleted.  On  February  25,  1853,  an  act  of  the 
Virginia  General  Assembly  authorized  $30,000  for  building  three  bridges 
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Figure  9.  A  typical  small  turnpike  bridge  toourtesy  of  the  Virginia 
Highway  and  Transportation  Research  Council) 
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one  over  the  west  Foric  Fiver  at  Weston,  called  the  Bendale  Bridge,  one 
over  the  Little  Kanawha  at  Bulltown  and  the  other  over  the  Elk  at  Sutton. 
Part  of  this  money  was  also  to  be  used  for  gravelling  and  stoning  the 
road.  Older  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  Boaurd  of  the  Turnpike  Oom- 
pany  contracted  for  the  three  bridges  and  2d.so  let  contracts  for  2  miles 
of  macadamizing  at  weston,  to  Perry  Lorentz  for  $2,205.00  and  1  mile 
through  and  north  of  Sutton  to  S.  and  A.  Anawalt  for  $1,360.05  and  1 
mile  through  Summersville  to  John  Bell  for  $1,174.00.  In  June  1853  a 
contract  for  a  bridge  across  the  West  FOric  River  was  let  to  Henderson 
H.  Beall  for  $3,000,000.  Ihis  bridges  waa  built  without  any  oonpli- 
cations  and  was  conpleted  late  in  1854,  see  Figure  10.  Die  contracts 
for  the  other  two  bridges  we:K  both  let  in  Jun^  1853  to  Ira  Hart;  the 
one  across  the  Little  Kanawhil,  a  covered  bridge,  for  $3,400.00;  the 
one  across  the  Elk  River  for  $8,448.00. 

These  two  bridges  caused  more  trouble.  In  October  1854  the  Presi¬ 
dent  reported  that  the  bridge  across  the  Little  Kanawha  "is  not  in  a 
rapid  state  of  progress,  except  the  masonry,  which  is  more  than  hedf 
done"  (41) .  Eventually  this  covered  bridge  was  finished  and  was  still 
standing  eis  late  as  1941,  see  Figures  11  and  12. 

The  Elk  River  bridge  caused  considerable  trouble.  A  larger  bridge 
was  needed  to  cross  the  river  at  Sutton  cuid  this  was  the  largest  bridge 
built  on  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike.  On  June  7,  1853,  in 
Sutton,  a  contract  was  let  to  Ira  Hart  "for  building  a  bridge  over  the 
Elk  River  on  the  Weston  euid  Gauley  Turnpike  at  the  point  selected  by 
the  turnpike"  for  his  bid  of  $8,448.00  (42).  He  W2is  to  construct  a 
bridge  on  the  "Tresle  suspension  plan,  similar  to  that  on  the  B  &  O 
Railroad  over  Cheat  River".  This  would  mean  that  they  were  proposing 
a  Fink  truss  bridge.  For  some  reason,  which  is  not  now  cleeu:,  it  was 
decided  to  alter  the  plans  for  this  bridge  and  on  the  23rd  July,  1653 
this  contract,  with  the  consent  of  Hart,  wzis  set  aside.  A  new  contract 
was  made  with  Hart  "to  build  a  wire  suspension  bridge  over  the  Elk 
River  on  sedd  road  to  be  at  least  three  hundred  feet  long  and  warranted 
to  sustcdn  fifty  tons  equedly  distributed  for  which  the  company  are  to 
pay  the  said  Hart  the  sum  of  $9,500"  (43).  Hart  was  to  enter  into  a 
bond  of  $10,000.  At  this  point  Hart  sublet  the  stonework  and  went  him¬ 
self  to  Wheeling  to  purchase  the  necessary  wire.  He  bought  the  wire 
from  Bodley  and  Company,  who  made  the  wire  and  the  fixtures  for  the 
Wheeling  Suspension  bridge  built  in  1849,  and  employed  Mr.  Downing  \irtio 
had  laid  the  wires  for  the  Wheeling,  Nashville,  Charleston,  Fedmont  and 
other  suspension  bridges  (44) .  On  October  3,  1853  Hart  tocdc  his  bond  to 
the  Board  which  for  some  reason  was  refused  and  his  ocmtract  set  aside 
2d  though  his  bcxid  was  accepted  for  the  Little  Kanawha  bridge.  The 
Board  claimed  that  they  did  not  know  the  signers  of  his  bond.  Then  on 
October  4,  the  Board  signed  a  contract  with  Benjamin  W.  Byrne  "to  con¬ 
struct  a  wire  suspension  bridge  over  the  Elk  River  on  said  companies' 
road  agreeably  to  the  specifications  filed  by  J.  S.  Camden,  a  stperin- 
tendent  of  sedd  road  for  which  the  Company  is  to  pay  to  said  Byrne 
$12,000"  (45).  This  bridge  was  to  be  longer,  being  460  feet  from  the 
center  to  center  of  the  towers,  33  feet  high  and  17  feet  wide.  Ira 
Hart  was  understandably  euinoyed  and  wrote  to  the  Board  of  Public  Wbrks 
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on  NbvMdMr  Ist,  1853  to  cooplaln  that  he  had  begun  work  on  his  contract 
in  good  fed-th  and  could  not  understand  idiy  his  bond  had  not  been  accepted. 
The  Board  of  Public  Works  acted  on  his  part  and  instructed  the  directors 
of  the  Weston  wd  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  Con^pany  m  Novenber  9,  1853 
to  rescind  the  contract  with  Benjasdn  Byrne  and  restore  to  Ira  Hart  his 
contract  of  July  23,  1853.  The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Weston  and 
Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  net  on  Oecenber  6,  1853  to  carry  out  the  Board 
of  Public  Work's  wishes  but  they  felt  that  the  July  contract  with  Hart 
was  insufficient.  Since  Byrne  had  already  built  an  abutment  on  the  north 
side  of  the  river,  they  decided,  with  the  agreement  of  Hart  and  Byrne, 
that  Hart  should  build  a  bridge  to  the  sane  specifications  aa  the  one 
agreed  to  by  Byrne  using  the  abutment  already  built.  Hart  was  to  be 
paid  $11,500,  and  Byrne  was  to  be  paid  $1,600  for  work  already  done. 

The  bridge  was  to  be  constmcted  by  Decesber  25,  1854. 

This  was  not  the  end,  however,  of  problems  with  this  bridge.  Pre¬ 
sumably  construction  %fent  ahead  but  in  Decenber  17,  1855  Felix  Sutton 
writing  to  the  Boaird  of  Public  Works  reported  that  it  would  probably 
cost  $12,000  or  more  and  asked  tdiether  it  should  be  a  toll  bridge. 

The  bridge  %fas  apparently  not  finished  at  this  date  but  must  have  been 
finished  before  1857  tdien  tolls  were  first  reported.  A  photo  of  this 
bridge  is  shown  in  Figure  13.  He  also  informs  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  that  the  bridge  is  being  constructed  12  feet  wide,  whereas  the 
contract  specified  17  feet  and  he  feels  that  there  should  be  a  corres¬ 
ponding  reduction  in  the  price  paid  to  the  contractor  (46) .  The  Board 
of  Public  Works  replied  on  January  12,  1856  that  a  toll  should  be  charged 
on  the  bridge  and  that  since  the  width  had  been  changed  then  less  should 
be  paid  (47) .  They  also  wanted  to  know  the  reasons  for  the  ch2mge  in 
width.  What  happened  next  is  unclear  but  it  appears  that  the  directors 
of  the  Weston  «uid  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  Company  refused  to  pay  Ira 
Hart  the  full  amount  for  the  bridge  because  of  the  reduction  in  the 
width.  Hart  then  brought  a  suit  against  the  Conpany  in  the  Lewis  Cir¬ 
cuit  Court  on  April  6,  1857.  In  the  Fall  of  1858  Hart  obtained  a  ver¬ 
dict  against  the  Conpany  for  $1,000,  but  the  court  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  the  case  was  to  continue.  A  conpromise  was  proposed.  Felix  Sutton 
wrote  to  the  Board  of  Public  Works  for  their  opinion  "whether  the  Com¬ 
pany  should  conpromise  the  case  or  whether  the  suit  should  take  its 
due  course  in  law"  (48) .  He  again  writes  to  the  Boaurd  of  Public  Works 
on  February  1860  that  the  "suit  of  Ira  Hart  against  this  Company  is 
conpromlsed;  it  will  cost  the  Conpany  about  $12,000"  (49).  Ipparently 
Hart  received  some  additional  payment  but  whether  he  was  paid  in  full 
or  not  is  unclear,  nor  is  it  known  why  the  width  of  the  bridge  was  re¬ 
duced. 

There  may  have  been  another  bridge  built  upon  this  turnpike  which 
does  not  appear  in  the  Company  records.  It  was  a  covered  bridge  built 
over  Salt  Lick  Fork  new  Flatwoods,  12  miles  north  of  Sutton.  John  D. 
Sutton  in  his  History  of  Braxton  County  quotes  a  letter  from  Harrison 
Kelley  who  says  "I  was  employed  by  Mr.  Chenoweth  for  fourteen  years  in 
the  building  of  bridges  on  the  Staiinton  and  Parkersburg  Turnpike.  .  . 

I  built  the  Jane  Lew  bridge  and  the  Salt  Lick  Bridge  over  the  Salt  Lick 
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Figure  13.  The  suspension  bridge  over  the  Elk  River  at  Sutton 
(from  West  Virginia  University  Collection) 
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Fork  of  the  Little  Kanawha,  in  Braxton  County,  myself"  (50) .  thia 
bridge  no  longer  exists  but  is  shown  in  Figure  14  • 

The  road  was  finally  finished  in  1858  but  does  not  seem  to  have 
lived  up  to  the  e^qpectations  of  its  promoters.  In  1850  one  of  the  dir¬ 
ectors  of  the  Conpany,  John  Robinson,  h2u3  written  to  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  in  glowing  terms  of  the  resources  of  these  western  counties  and 
their  value  to  the  state  and  had  written  that  "this  road  in  a  few  years 
must  be  profitable  to  the  state"  (51) .  The  roaid  may  have  been  valuable 
to  the  residents  of  these  remote  Virginia  counties  but  it  was  never 
profitable  in  terms  of  tolls  collected.  In  fact  the  tolls  barely  paid 
for  the  repairs  to  the  road.  However,  it  is  ixq^ossible  to  determine 
whether  the  road  may  eventually  have  been  profitable  since  the  War 
between  the  States  almost  con^sletely  ruined  it. 

In  a  part  of  the  country  with  few  roads  euid  difficult  terrain,  it 
is  h2Lrdly  surprising  that  both  sides  in  the  Civil  War  used  the  Weston 
£Uid  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike. 

At  the  outbreak  of  the  War  and  after  Virginia  had  voted  for  seces¬ 
sion  in  April  1861,  both  sides  sought  to  control  the  Baltimore  emd 
Ohio  Railroad  which  ran  through  northwestern  Vriginia.  Major  General 
George  McClellan,  with  troops  from  Ohio  captured  Grafton  from  the  Con¬ 
federates  and,  after  the  battle  at  Philippi,  the  Federal  troops  control¬ 
led  the  Monongahela  Valley  eind  the  railroad  by  the  end  of  J\ily.  At 
this  time  Union  troops  were  stationed  in  Weston.  The  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  now  decided  to  drive  into  western  Virginia  along  the  Kanawha  Valley. 
Led  by  General  Jacob  Cox  the  Union  troops  took  Charleston  in  July  and 
pushed  on  to  Gauley  Bridge.  Henry  Wise,  the  Confederate  general  re¬ 
treated  to  the  Greenbrier  Valley.  It  was  also  planned  that  troops 
should  move  from  the  north  down  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike 
as  a  flcuiking  movement.  At  the  end  of  August  1861,  Colonel  Tyler  left 
Weston  with  the  Seventh  Ohio  Regiment  and  marched  down  the  turnpike. 

They  met  with  little  resistemce  but  were  troubled  by  bushwackers  at 
Powell's  mountain  in  Nicholas  County.  Then  at  Cross  Leuies  they  met  a 
Confederate  force  euid  Tyler  was  forced  to  retreat  to  Sisnmersville. 

General  Rosecrans  brought  more  Federal  troops  down  the  turnpike  amd  was 
in  Sutton  on  September  7,  1861.  Three  days  later  they  fought  at 
Camifex  Ferry  and  in  November  at  Gauley  Bridge  which  left  the  Federal 
troops  in  control  of  the  Kanawha  Valley.  West  Virginia  remained  largely 
in  the  control  of  the  Union  forces  for  the  rest  of  the  war  but  the  Con¬ 
federates  made  several  attempts  to  breaOc  through  from  the  east.  In  the 
spring  of  1863  General  William  E.  Jones  and  General  John  Imboden  led  a 
raid  into  western  Virginia  from  the  Shenondoah  Valley.  Jones  was  to 
march  by  way  of  Morgantown  and  Faizrmont  auid  meet  Iniboden  at  Clarksburg; 
Imboden  was  to  arrive  by  way  of  Beverly  euid  Philippi.  General  Roberts 
the  union  general,  in  command  of  the  troops  in  northwestern  Virginia, 
suninoned  his  troops  from  vaurious  locations,  including  some  stationed 
along  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike,  and  arrived  at  Clarksburg 
before  Imboden  and  Jones.  The  Confederates  met  at  Weston.  From  there 
Jones  went  down  the  Little  Kanawha  Valley  burning  the  oil  wells  on  his 
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way,  Isdtxiden  went  south  down  the  Heston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike 
idiich  was  now  reported  to  be  in  bad  condition  fron  the  %fagon  trains 
retreating  along  it.  General  Roberts  moved  into  Weston. 

Although  the  Turnpike  was  used  mainly  as  a  way  of  moving  troops 
vip  and  down  there  was  some  fighting  along  its  way.  There  was  a  small 
engagement  at  Bulltown  in  October  1863.  Early  in  the  war  a  hill  on  the 
north  side  of  the  Little  Kanaidva  overlooking  Bulltown,  had  been  forti¬ 
fied  probably  to  protect  the  river  crossing  on  the  Turnpike  there. 

These  fortifications  can  still  be  seen  at  this  site.  The  "fort”  was 
occupied  by  about  400  Union  soldiers  iinder  Captain  William  Mattingly. 

They  were  attacked  on  October  13,  1863  by  Confederate  forces  under 
Colonel  William  Jackson.  Although  svirrounded  the  Union  troops  refused 
to  svirrender  cuid  sent  for  help  to  Clarksburg  and  Weston.  The  Confed¬ 
erates  camped  for  the  night  at  the  Salt  Lick  Bridge.  Reinforcements 
arrived  the  next  day  from  Clarksburg  and  forced  the  Confederates  to 
retreat. 

The  part  of  western  Virginia  served  by  the  Weston  and  Gauley 
Bridge  Turnpike  suffered  not  so  much  from  major  conflicts  in  the  Civil 
War  but  from  the  constant  depredations  of  raiding  parties.  Braxton 
County  in  particular  suffered  from  partisan  bands.  The  Weston  and 
Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  was  used  constantly  by  both  sides  moving  north 
euid  south  from  the  Monongalia  Valley  cind  the  Kanawha  Valley.  The  road 
deteriorated  quickly  and  there  were  no  means  to  keep  it  in  good  repair 
during  the  war. 

After  the  war  the  new  state  of  West  Virginia  was  fully  occtpied  in 
organizing  its  government  bo  pay  much  attention  to  its  roads.  In  1863 
an  early  Act  of  the  West  Virginia  Legislature  provided  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  eind  repair  of  roads  and  bridges  but  they  had  very  little  mews  to 
iirpleroent  the  Act.  In  1866  an  Act  of  the  West  Virginia  Legislature 
transferred  all  turnpike  roads  and  bridges  "to  the  several  counties  in 
which  they  lie"  (52) .  The  board  of  supervisors  in  the  counties  were 
designated  to  take  over  the  duties  of  the  stockholders  wd  to  cheurge 
tolls.  What  became  of  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  T\unnpike  from  this 
time  is  uncleeur.  A  road  of  some  kind  remained  in  use  until  the  formation 
of  the  State  Road  Commission  in  1917. 

In  the  1920s  there  was  a  movement  to  get  the  county  "out  of  the 
mud"  with  new  hard  surfaced  roads.  The  recently  formed  West  Virginia 
State  Road  Commission  had  a  formidable  task  if  the  Mountain  State  was 
to  achieve  this  goal.  Morgantown  was  typical  and  in  1922  there  was  not 
a  single  "hard"  road  leading  out  of  the  town  in  any  direction. 

Long  sections  of  the  old  Weston  and  Gauley  Turnpike  were  incorpor¬ 
ated  into  what  is  now  U.S.  Route  19  which  was  paved  in  the  1920s.  This 
new  road,  in  general,  was  located  in  the  bottom  of  valleys  wd  did  not 
run  along  the  ridges  of  the  hills  as  did  the  Weston  wd  Gauley  Bridge 
Tximpike  in  mwy  places.  Thus,  there  we  several  lengthy  sections  of 
the  old  txirnpike  which  remain  in  essentially  original  condition. 
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Especially  noteable  ia  the  section  froa  Bullta«m  north  towards  Heston, 
see  Figure  15  and  16. 


THE  SEGXOHAI.  HISTOSIOO.  SXGNIFICANCX  OF  1HB 
NESTOM  AND  GAUDEY  BRXOGB  TURNPIKE 

In  many  ways  the  high  hopes  of  the  directors  that  the  Weston  and 
Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  would  prove  to  be  the  artery  of  regional  deve¬ 
lopment  were  not  fulfilled.  Through  the  ravages  of  war  the  road  %ras 
in  em  appalling  state.  With  the  formation  of  West  Virginia  the  vision 
that  this  turnpike  would  be  a  vitzd.  link  in  a  state  %d.de  system  re¬ 
mained  only  a  dream. 

Even  today  the  county  through  which  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge 
Turnpike  passed  is  wild  and  unsettled  in  a  great  part  of  its  course. 
Nevertheless,  this  road  opened  up  to  settlement  the  aurea  in  Iiewls  Count- 
south  of  Weston  and  stimulated  growth  in  population  and  camnerce  in 
comnunities  such  as  Sutton  and  Summersville. 

In  the  1850s  the  importance  euid  potential  of  the  Weston  Gauley 
Bridge  Turnpike  can  be  seen  in  the  establishment  of  turnpike  roads  %diic 
were  intended  to  link  with  this  turnpike.  On  March  29th  1853  the  Gilme 
eind  Braxton  Turnpike  Act  was  passed  to  construct  a  road  from  Glenville 
to  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  at  or  near  the  Bulltown  Salt¬ 
works.  As  early  as  1849  there  was  interest  to  build  a  turnpike  from 
Buchannon  to  the  Little  Kanawha  River.  An  act  was  passed  establishing 
this  road  on  March  15,  1849,  however,  the  project  languished  and  was 
not  revived  until  four  years  later.  In  March  of  1853  the  act  was  re¬ 
vised  "to  construct  a  turnpike  from  Buchannon  to  some  convenient  point 
on  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  in  Lewis  County. 

The  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike,  together  with  its  tribu¬ 
tary  roads,  did  establish  the  road  pattern  for  the  uea  which  has 
changed  very  little  until  the  recent  construction  of  Interstate  Route 
79. 
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Figure  16.  View  of  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  today, 
near  Bulltown 
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NOTES 


1.  A  brief  intrcxluctlon  to  the  history  of  Roman  roads  cw  be  found  in: 

Singer,  Charles,  A  History  of  Technology 
Oxford  University  Press 
London,  1957,  pp.  500~508 

2.  The  History  Research  Advisory  Conanittee,  Virginia  Highway  Research 
Council  has  prepared  a  number  of  reports  dealing  with  early  roads 
in  Virginia.  A  list  of  publications  is  avail2d)le,  gratis  from 
Howard  Newlon,  Virginia  Highway  Research  Council,  Box  3817  Univer¬ 
sity  Station,  Charlottesville,  Va.  22903. 

3.  With  a  centralized  national  administration  and  the  establishment  of  the 
Polytechnique,  the  first  school  of  engineering,  the  French  were 
leaders  in  nearly  all  phases  of  engineering,  both  civil  and  military. 
This  resulted  in  noteeUale  works  such  as  the  Languedoc  Canal  and  the 
development  of  the  analysis,  design  and  construction  of  masonry 
structures  on  impressive  levels  of  elegance  and  sophistication. 

The  new  nation  from  the  Revolutionary  War  until  the  Civil  War 
was  strongly  influenced  by  the  French.  From  the  point  of  view  of 
engineers  at  West  Point  with  French  methods,  using  French  text  books 
is  most  significant,  since  engineering  officers  were  involved  in  a 
variety  of  engineering  work.  Most  important  of  these  was  the  con¬ 
struction,  or  more  accurately  re-construction,  of  the  National  Road. 

A.  Before  the  Virginia  Act  of  1817  turnpikes  were  financed  by  public 

funds  and  from  the  proceeds  of  public  lotteries.  After  the  Turnpike 
Act  a  new  system  was  inaugurated  which  differed  from  either  the 
French  or  British  precedents.  It  was  the  formation  of  joint  stock 
companies,  like  the  British  Turnpike  Triists,  but  financed  by  both 
private  and  public  capital.  The  public  funds  were  received  from  city, 
county  and  state  sources.  This  system  of  mixed  capital  was  also  used 
extensively  for  railroad  construction  in  many  states. 

5.  Gallatin,  Albert,  "Report  to  the  U.S.  Senate",  American  State  Papers, 
Class  X,  Misc.  Vol.  I,  pp.  724-741. 

Although  Gallatin's  report  was  influential  in  its  plea  for  in¬ 
ternal  Improvements,  the  American  transportation  system  of  roads, 
canals  euid  railways  was  never  plimned,  financed  or  built  on  a  national 
basis  during  the  19th  Century. 

6.  Maps  of  portions  of  Virginia  were  prepared  in  the  pre-industrial  era 
from  the  beginning  of  the  17th  Century  until  the  second  decade  of  the 
19th  Century.  For  our  purposes,  however,  the  first  significent  map 
showing  roads  was  the  prestigious,  but  not  always  accurate  map  of 
Wood,  Boye  and  Tanner.  Between  1838  and  1850  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  was  responsible  for  mapping.  Of  the  maps  produced  during  this 
period,  Crozet's  map  of  1848  is  the  most  useful  since  it  shows  the 
Virginia  turnpike  system  at  the  beginning  of  construction  of  the 
Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike. 
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7.  In  addition  to  the  road  building  apecifications  which  formed  part  of 
the  Virginia  Act  of  1817,  a  number  of  text  books  were  availeUsle  to 
engineers,  which  gave  design  information  on  all  aspects  of  rocid  lay¬ 
out  and  construction.  Construction  details  are  given  on  earth, 
gravel  and  more  permanent  road  systems  based  on  the  work  of  Tresaguet, 
Telford  and  McAdam  are  presented.  The  most  important  of  these  books 
^tre: 

Gillespie,  W.M.  A  Manual  of  the  Principles  and  Practice  of  Road 
Making,  NY,  A.S.  Barnes  &  Co.,  1848. 

Mahan,  Dennis  H.  An  Elementary  Course  of  Civil  Engineering,  for  the 
Use  of  Cadets  of  the  United  States  Military  Academy,  NY,  John  Wiley, 
6th  ed. ,  1860. 

Parnell,  Sir  Henry.  A  Treatise  on  Roads,  London,  1833,  2nd  ed. 

Penfold,  Charles.  A  Practical  Treatise  on  the  Best  Mode  of  Repair¬ 
ing  Boads.  London  1840. 

McAdam,  John  Loudon.  System  of  Road  Making,  London  1821. 

Millington,  John.  Elements  of  Civil  Engineering,  Phil.  1839. 


Hughes,  Thomas.  The  Practice  of  Making  and  Repairing  Roads,  London 
1838. 

8.  Cooke,  Roy  Bird,  Lewis  County  Sketch  Book  II,  p.  4.  He  gives  a  long 
account  of  this  massacre  euid  calls  it  "one  of  the  *»orst  deeds  attri¬ 
buted  to  the  white  settlers". 

9.  Virginia  Board  of  Public  Works  Annual  Report  1848-49,  p.  99.  1st 
annual  report  of  the  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike  Con%>any. 

10.  Ibid. 

11.  Board  of  Public  Works  Inventory  425,  John  Robinson  to  B.  P.  W.  April 
9,  1850. 


12.  Ibid,  John  Wilson,  J.C.  Spalding,  John  McGee,  John  Breuinon,  Geo.  W. 
Jackson,  John  Morrow,  Jas.  McGee  to  B.P.W.  July  27,  1849. 


Ibid,  J.M.  Bennett  to  B.P.W.  July  7,  1849. 

13.  Ibid,  John  Brannon  to  B.P.W.  August  30,  1849. 

14.  It  has  not  been  possible  to  ascertain  all  the  names  of  all  the  di¬ 
rectors.  The  Con5)any  did  not  report  the  names  of  the  directors 
annually  until  1859.  The  following  is  an  incomplete  list  of  the 
directors  and  the  years  they  served. 
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1848-49  James  G.  Neil,  John  H.  Robinson,  John  Brown,  John  S. 
camden,  Jonathan  M.  Bennett. 

1850  Jonathem  M.  Bennett,  Addison  Mcliaughlin,  John  H.  Robinson 

1851  No  record. 

1852  Wm.  E.  Arnold,  John  S.  Camden,  John  Brown,  Mn.  Cottle, 
Addison  McLaughlin. 

1853  wm.  E.  Arnold,  Philip  Duffy,  Asa  Squires,  John  S.  Camden, 
John  Brown,  Addison  McLaughlin. 

1854  Morgan  Dyer,  Wm.  Arnold,  Asa  Squires,  John  Brown,  ,.'ohn 
S.  Camden,  Addison  McLaughlin. 

1855  Asa  Squires. 

1865  No  record. 

1857  No  record. 

15.  Board  of  Public  Works  Inventory  425,  J,  M.  Bennett,  John  McGee, 
Lewis  Maxwell,  Cabell  Tavenner,  Ro.  Ervin,  Jas.  Bennett,  John 
Morrow,  W.  E.  Arnold  to  B.P.W.  June  13,  1849. 

16.  Ibid.  John  Brannon  to  B.P.W.  July  30th,  1851. 

17.  Ibid.  Felix  Sutton  to  B.P.W.  October  26,  1848. 

18.  Ibid.  John  Robinson  to  B.P.W.  April  9,  1850' 

19.  Ibid.  Proceedings  of  first  meeting  of  stockholders,  October  18, 
1848.  p.  4. 

20.  Ibid.  J.  M.  Bennett  to  B.P.W.  July  7,  1849. 

21.  Ibid.  John  Brannon  to  B.P.W.  August  30,  1849. 

22.  Ibid.  John  Callaghan  to  B.P.W.  December  19,  1849. 

23.  Ibid.  B.  W.  Byrne  to  B.P.W.  September  3,  1851. 

(  24.  Ibid. 

V 

25.  Ibid.  W.  E.  Arnold  to  B.P.W.  September  26,  1853. 

26.  Ibid.  J.  M.  Bennett  to  B.P.W.  June  26,  1855. 

27.  Ibid.  J.  M.  Bennett  to  B.P.W.  July  30,  1855. 
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28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 


41. 

42. 


43.  Ibid.  Report  of  President  and  directors  to  B.P.W.  July  23,  1853. 

44.  The  Wheeling  Suspension  Bridge  was  con5)leted  by  Cheurles  Ellet  Jr.  I 

in  1849  cunid  great  public  acclaim.  With  a  1000  feet  main  spem  it 

was  the  world's  largest  bridge  at  the  time  of  its  construction. 

As  a  result  it  exerted  a  powerful  influence  on  the  use  of  suspen¬ 
sion  bridges.  In  Virginia  (now  West  Virginia)  suspension  bridges 
were  built  in  the  1850s  at  Huntington,  Charleston,  Fairmont  euid 
Morgemtown  as  ^^11  as  across  the  Elk  at  Sutton,  see: 
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Jakkula,  A.  A.,  A  History  of  Suspension  Bridges  in  Bibliographic 
Form,  Texas  A.  &  H.  University  1941. 

45.  Board  of  Public  Works  Inventory  425,  report  of  President  and  dir¬ 
ectors  to  B.P.W.  October  4,  1853. 

46.  Ibid.  Felix  Sutton  to  B.P.W.  December  17,  1855. 

47.  Tolls  for  the  bridge  were  first  reported  in  1857  and  amounted  to 
$87.71. 

48.  Board  of  Public  Works  Inventory  425,  Felix  Sutton  to  B.P.W. 

February  11 ,  1859 . 

49.  Ibid.  Felix  Sutton  to  B.P.W.  February  22,  1860. 

50.  Sutton,  John  Davison,  History  of  Braxton  County  and  Central  West 
Virginia,  p.  94. 

51.  Board  of  Public  Works  Inventory  425,  John  Robinson  to  B.P.W. 

April  9,  1850, 

52.  Acts  of  the  West  Virginia  Legislature,  1866,  ch.  117.  p.  115. 


APPENDIX 


SPECIFICATIONS 
FOR  THE 

SLAVEN'S  CABIN.  AND  SUMMERVILLE 
TURNPIKE  ROAD 


i  LOCATION  AND  GRADES 

1st.  The  location  is  indicated  by  stakes  numbered  to  correspond 
with  the  stations  in  the  field  notes. 

Generally,  the  stakes  occupy  the  axis  of  the  road,  and  indicate 
the  grade  of  its  surface;  but,  sometimes  along  hill-sides  and  in  ravines 
2Uid,  also,  at  other  places  where  short  turns  occur,  the  steUces  shall  be 
taken  as  the  indication  of  the  grade  according  to  the  field  notes;  emd 
it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  Contractor  to  cut  the  road  from  this  indica¬ 
tion,  in  a  regular  shape,  free  from  unsightly  and  inconvenient  curves, 
and  so  that  the  surface  of  the  road  may  conform  exactly  to  the  grade 
set  down  in  the  notes,  which  no  where  exceeds  five  degrees. 


WIDTH 

2d.  The  general  width  of  the  road  is  to  be  seventeen  feet,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  side  ditches;  but  embankments,  and  where  the  stakes  or  the  notes 
indicate  a  curve  with  a  radius  less  than  100  feet,  the  width  is  to  be 
increased,  if  necessary,  to  the  maximum  of  22  feet,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  curve,  and  the  height  of  the  embankment. 


DITCHES 

3rd.  There  must  be  on  one  or  both  sides  of  the  road,  as  the  case 
may  require,  a  ditch,  not  less  than  one  foot  wide  at  the  bottom,  and 
one  foot  deep,  with  sides  not  steeper  than  45  degrees,  and  sufficiently 
inclined  to  convey  the  water  freely  into  a  proper  drain. 

Thus  along  a  hill-side  the  least  allowance  for  ditches  will  be  two 
feet,  and  on  flat  ground  three*  feet. 

In  flat  lying  ground,  where  the  ditches  cannot  receive  an  adequate 
forward  slope,  their  size  must  be  increased,  and  the  road  duly  raised 
above  the  adjacent  ground,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  Superin¬ 
tendent. 
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SHAPE 


4th.  Through  nearly  level  ground,  not  exceeding  a  slope  of  eight 
degrees,  and  in  deep  cuts,  the  roeid  must  be  raised  in  the  middle,  above 
the  edge  of  either  the  ditch  or  the  side  slope,  one  twenty-fourth  part 
of  its  width.  Also,  embankments,  when  nearly  level,  must  be  rounded  as 
just  mentioned;  but  if  they  slope  more  them  two  degrees  forward,  they 
need  not  be  raised  more  than  half  that  height  in  the  middle. 

An  additional  elevation  of  one-tenth  of  their  intended  height  must 
be  superadded  to  embcuikments  at  each  point,  in  order  to  allow  for  set¬ 
tling  . 

Along  hill-sides,  the  slope  of  which  exceeds  eight  degrees,  and  the 
radius  of  the  curve  to  the  hill  is  short,  the  surface  of  the  road  must 
be  made  flat  and  inclining  to  the  hill,  so  that  the  outer  edge  may  be 
raised  higher  than  the  edge  of  the  ditch,  one-twentieth  part  of  the 
width  of  the  road. 

In  other  places  along  such  hills,  where  the  road  is  nearly  straight, 
or  where  the  radius  of  the  curve  extends  from  the  hill,  only  two-thirds 
of  the  road  shall  slope  to  the  hill,  and  the  other  third  must  be  made 
level,  so  that  when  it  settles  it  will  incline  to  the  lower  side  of  the 
road. 


SLOPES 

5th.  The  upper  slopes,  cut  out  of  a  hill,  shall  not  be  less  than 
one-half  of  the  angle  made  by  the  declivity  of  the  hill  with  the  ver¬ 
tical. 


The  exterior  slopes  shall  be  those  naturally  taken  by  loose  earth. 


CONSTRUCTION 

6th.  Every  tree  within  the  width  occupied  by  the  roeid  and  ditches 
must  be  grubbed. 

Every  rock  or  stvmp,  showing  at  the  surface,  within  the  said  width, 
is  to  be  cut  down  to  a  depth  of  at  least  two  feet  below  the  surface  of 
the  road. 


7th.  Beyond  the  ditches,  every  tree  within  30  feet  of  the  centre 
of  the  road  must  be  cut  down;  and  where  the  outside  of  the  road  is  suf¬ 
ficiently  level  for  carriages,  the  stumps  must  be  shaped  in  a  conical 
form,  the  timber  being  removed  from  the  said  space. 
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dth.  The  first  operation  after  the  grubbing  must  be  the  removal 
of  the  vegetable  mould  from  the  surface  to  the  foot  of  the  embankment. 

9th.  No  perishable  material  is  to  be  suffered  to  remain  or  be 
placed  in  the  body  of  the  road. 

No  stone  weighing  more  them  six  ounces  is  to  be  left  on  its  sur¬ 
face. 


10th.  When  the  exterior  slope  of  the  road  is  es^osed  to  abrasion 
from  a  current  at  its  base,  it  must  be  protected  by  stones  of  a  suffi¬ 
cient  size  to  a  suitable  height. 


WALLING 

11th.  Sustaining  walls,  when  found  indispensable,  must  rest 
upon  a  firm  and  level  foundation. 

Their  base  must  be  at  least  two-fifths,  and  their  top  one-fourth 
of  their  height. 

These  walls,  when  not  otherwise  stated,  shall  be  made  of  dry 
masonry.  The  stones  must  be  carefully  laid,  with  a  due  proportion  of 
headers  and  stretchers,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Superintendent. 

In  general,  however,  it  will  be  preferable  to  let  the  earth  tsJce 
its  natural  slope,  and  resort  to  walls  only  when  unavoidable.  Timber 
supports  should  never  be  permitted,  unless  absolutely  unavoidable  for 
want  of  rock  within  a  practicable  distance. 


DRAINS 

12th.  The  draining  of  the  road  must  be  carefully  attended  to. 

It  is  to  be  effected  by  adequate  ditches,  by  raising  the  surface  at 
least  two  feet  above  any  body  of  water  that  may,  at  times,  accumulate 
near  it,  and  by  frequent  gutters  or- culverts. 

Gutters  are  to  be  preferred  where  the  water  can  be  conducted  over 

them. 


They  shall  consist  of  a  bed  of  broken  stones,  at  least  nine  inches 
thick,  on  the  whole  width  of  the  road,  and  held  up  at  the  lower  side, 
either  by  a  stone  wall  or  by  the  natural  slope  of  the  bank,  protected 
by  a  layer  of  large  stones  laid  on  its  surface. 

On  either  plan,  the  outer  edge  of  the  gutter  must  be  formed  by 
large  flat  stones  inclining  inwardly. 


49 


The  size  of  each  gutter  will  be  regulated  by  the  length  of  the 
road,  the  height  of  the  adjacent  hills,  the  extent  of  the  valleys  to 
be  drained,  and,  in  one  wonl,  by  all  the  circumstances  that  may  in¬ 
fluence  the  quantity  and  rapidity  of  the  water  discharged. 

No  gutter,  however,  shall  be  less  than  12  feet  wide,  unless  for 
reasons  appearing  in  the  notes.  The  depth  of  each  is  to  be  one 
twenty-fourth  part  the  width; — this  dimension  is  generally  stated  in 
the  notes,  but  may  be  varied  by  the  Superintendent. 

The  fall  of  the  gutters  must  not  be  less  than  three-fourths  of 
an  inch  nor  more  than  two  inches  pr  yard. 

There  must  be  a  gutter  in  every  depression,  whether  or  not  desig¬ 
nated  in  the  notes. 

And  at  least  one  drain  for  every  two  hundred  yards  of  declivity, 
to  be  located,  if  omitted  in  the  notes,  opposite  hollows,  in  convex 
turns  where  the  water  naturally  tends  to  cut  across  the  road,  or  in 
artificial  turns  at  the  point  where  cutting  changes  into  embankment. 

Whereve*"  along  a  graded  hill,  a  gutter  is  to  be  made,  the  Con¬ 
tractor  will  be  required  to  preserve  distinctly,  the  level  distance 
appropriated  for  the  same.  He  will  not  be  allowed,  in  any  case,  to 
cut  it  out  of  a  graded  surface.  Along  hill-sides,  on  approaching  a 
gutter,  it  will  generally  be  necessary  to  lessen,  gradually,  the  incli¬ 
nation  of  the  road  to  the  hill,  so  as  to  make  the  transition  from  the 
inward  slope  of  the  road  to  the  outward  descent  of  the  gutter,  regular 
and  easy.  When  large  gutters  are  made  across  water  courses,  the  stones 
con^sing  the  walls  by  which  they  are  held  up,  must  be  flat,  and  laid 
sloping,  with  their  outer  edge  raised,  and  the  filling  must  consist  of 
stones  and  gravel  of  as  small  a  size  as  the  current  will  permit. 

13th.  Culverts,  unless  differently  stated  in  the  notes,  and 
only  then  when  unavoidable,  must  no  where  be  less  than  eighteen  inches 
square,  and  this  only  when  the  water  falling  on  or  immediately  near 
the  road,  has  to  be  passed  under  it. 

These  small  culverts  to  consist  of  two  small  parallel  walls,  at 
least  one  foot  thick,  or  curb  stones  covered  with  large  flat  stones, 
not  less  than  six  inches  thick,  and  at  least  two  feet  of  earth. 

Where  stones  are  not  to  be  had,  substantial  pieces  of  sound  white 
oak,  may,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Superintendent  be  substituted, 
the  whole  trough  being  well  pinned  together.  Such  culverts  should 
have  no  earth  over  them. 

For  large  culverts  requiring  arches  to  be  built,  if  any  occur, 
special  specifications  shall  be  made. 


Small  bridges  will,  generally,  be  found  cheaper 


and  otherwise 


preferable. 


UPPER  DITCH 

14th.  Where  a  long  descent  occurs,  and  the  ground  will  allow  it, 
a  ditch  may  be  cut  out  of  the  hill  above  the  upper  slope  of  the  road, 
and  parallel  to  it,  to  convey  the  water  to  the  next  valley  or  ravine, 
whereby  some  drains  may  be  dispensed  with,  and  the  ro^ul  be  better  pre¬ 
served. 


SWAMPS 


15th.  Where  swampy  places  are  crossed  an  embankment  must  be 
raised  at  least  two  feet  above  the  surface,  and  covered  with  clean 
gravel  or  broken  stones  of  the  usual  size,  or  else  in  wet  foundations 
an  even  bed  of  at  least  two  layers  of  fascines,  no  where  less  than  one 
foot  thick,  must  be  prepared,  to  support  an  embankment  two  feet  thick 
of  earth  with  gravel  or  broken  stone,  as  just  mentioned,  ditches  being 
besides  cut  on  one  or  both  sides,  as  usual,  and  culverts  placed  under 
the  embankment,  at  proper  intervals,  unless  it  be  practicable  to  carry 
off  the  water  at  the  sides. 

16th.  If  the  soil  any  where  should  require  a  capping  of  stone, 
care  must  be  taken  so  to  shape  the  road  that  the  capping  superadded 
may  give  it  its  proper  height  and  dimensions.  This  capping  is,  in 
general,  to  consist  of  a  stratum  of  about  ten  inches  thick,  ^u^d  com¬ 
posed  of  broken  stones  of  not  more  than  six  ounces  weight,  laid  at 
three  different  times. 


BRIDGES 

17th.  For  large  bridges  plans  and  specifications  will  be  fur¬ 
nished;  they  are  not  to  make  part  of  the  road  sections.  But  the  common 
bridges  not  exceeding  40  feet  will  be  included  in  the  contract  for 
the  sections  they  belong  to. 

They  must  be  made  18  feet  wide  in  the  clear  for  a  double  track, 
and  only  12  feet  if  only  one  track  is  required.  This  last  dimension 
will  be  understood  to  be  intended  when  not  otherwise  specified. 

The  abutments,  when  needed,  to  consist  of  dry  masonry,  laid  care¬ 
fully  on  a  firm  foundation;  the  first  course  of  stones  to  be  large 
and  flat,  and  the  other  courses  to  consist  of  a  due  proportion  of 
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headers  and  stretchers,  there  being  at  least  one  header  in  every  five 
feet  of  the  face  of  each  course,  amd  each  header  corresponding  to 
about  the  middle  of  the  interval  of  the  headers  of  the  preceding 
course,  and  projecting  at  least  one  foot  and  a  half  back  of  the  stre¬ 
tchers,  and  none  of  the  latter  to  be  less  than  six  inches  high  ai>d 
one  foot  thick,  nor  longer  than  four  times  its  height. 

The  average  thickness  of  the  abutments  and  wings  shall  not  be 
less  than  one-fourth  of  their  height,  and  no  where  under  18  inches. 

The  out-side  batter  shall  not  exceed  two  inches  to  one  foot. 

When  the  length  of  the  bridge  is  subdivided  into  small  speuis  and 
trestles  are  used,  they  must  consist  of  three  or  four  uprights  (accord¬ 
ing  to  the  width)  are  to  be  laid  at  equal  distances  from  each  other, 
the  sleepers  being  8  inches  by  12.  Their  ends  to  rest  either  on  sills 
at  least  12  inches  square,  inserted  into  the  top  of  the  abutments,  or 
caps  of  the  same  dimensions,  and  when  the  span  requires  it,  on  bearers 
balanced  over  the  trestles,  to  which  bearers  the  sleepers  must  then 
be  secured  by  iron  bolts  or  clamps. 

The  ends  of  the  sleepers  meeting  on  the  same  trestle  to  be  pinned 
together. 

On  the  sleepers  a  flooring  two  and  a  half  inches  thick,  at  least, 
is  to  be  laid,  with  a  substantial  railing  on  each  side,  leaving  a  clear 
space  of  12  or  18  feet  of  bridgeway.  The  planks  to  project  nine  inches 
beyond  the  sleepers. 

In  the  floor,  joists  five  inches  square,  are  to  intervene  among 
the  planks  every  8  feet,  their  tops  being  made  even  with  the  pleuiks  by 
notches  over  the  sleepers. 

The  joists  will  project  on  each  side  three  feet  beyond  the  sleepers 
and  serve  both  to  stiffen  the  bridge  and  support  the  railing  as  follows: 

A  string  piece  8  inches  square  being  now  laid  along  the  floor, 
above  each  one  of  the  exterior  sleepers,  and  connected  with  it  by  screw 
bolts  three  quarters  of  an  inch  in  diameter  and  eight  feet  apart;  up¬ 
right  posts  five  inches  square  and  eight  feet  asunder  are  to  be  spiked 
on  the  string  pieces,  each  post  on  one  of  the  joists,  to  the  projecting 
ends  of  which  they  must  be  braced  by  pieces  four  inches  square  at  about 
45  degrees.  The  posts  being  then  capped  by  a  rail  four  inches  by  five, 
and  the  spaces  between  them  occupied  by  St.  Andrew's  crosses  three 
inches  square,  will  complete  the  railing,  the  whole  height  of  which 
must  be  at  least  four  feet. 

The  railing  to  be  painted,  and  the  sleepers  being  either  painted 
or  pitched,  and  a  board  about  two  inches  wider  nailed  on  their  upper 
surfaces  before  laying  the  floor. 

The  timber  to  be  of  a  durable  kind,  such  as  white  oak,  heart  pine. 
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black  walnut,  &c. ,  and  the  pins  black  locust. 

18th.  The  elevation  of  each  bridge  must  be  such  that  there  may 
be  a  short  ascent  to  it  at  each  end,  with  a  paved  gutter  in  the  depres¬ 
sion,  which  should  be  at  least  as  low  as  the  top  of  the  ediutaent. 

19th.  Near  each  bridge  a  descent  not  exceeding  five  degrees  must 
be  made  to  a  ford,  if  such  exists;  this  secondary  way  is  to  be  only  12 
feet  wide. 

20th.  Mile  posts  of  locusts  to  be  firmly  pleuited  all  along,  and 
on  the  same  side  of  the  road,  showing  the  distance  both  to  the  Staunton 
^uld  Parkersburg  road  and  Summersille. 

21st.  The  Contractors  will  be  required  to  keep  each  mile  of  the 
road  in  repair  for  one  year  from  the  time  it  shall  be  accepted. 


JAS.  BENNETT,  Eng.  and  Supt. 

Signed  May  8,  1852  as  part  of  the  contract  to 
which  it  was  ammended. 

Jets.  Bennett,  Supt. 

H.  C.  Moore 
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ABSTRACT 


This  history  traces,  in  detail,  the  building  of  one  of  the  19th 
century  Virginia  turnpikes.  The  Weston  and  Gauley  Bridge  Turnpike. 

This  road  was  built  fron  1848-1857  and  was  planned  to  serve  as  a  link 
between  the  two  east-west  turnpikes  -  The  Stauntcxi  to  Parkersburg 
Turnpike  auid  the  James  River  and  Kanawha  Turnpike.  This  road  not  only 
played  a  role  in  the  development  of  Lewis,  Braxton  and  Nicholas  Counties 
but  was  used  as  a  military  road  during  the  Civil  War.  The  decline  and 
in  part  abandonment  following  the  War  has  preserved  significant  portions 
of  this  road  in  nearly  original  ccmdition. 

The  report  has  also  tried  to  put  this  particular  tiimpike  into 
the  wider  context  of  the  development  of  the  turnpike  system  in  Virginia 
in  the  nineteenth  century  and  the  improvement  in  road  building  tech¬ 
niques  which  took  place  at  the  same  time  in  Europe  and  America. 
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